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FOREWORD 
by 

Joseph W. Elder 

 
 In the accompanying Preface Maureen Patterson describes how she came to write this 
history of the American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS).  For a 1986 conference in Calcutta she 
prepared a lengthy paper on South Asian studies in the United States from 1947 to 1986.  In her 
paper she noted the significant role played by the AIIS.  The Joint Committee on South Asia of 
the American Council of Learned Societies/Social Science Research Council gave Maureen 
Patterson a small grant to develop her paper more fully.  In 1987 she told her Chicago colleague 
Ed Dimock, Chair of the AIIS Board of Trustees, that she had finished a draft of a section on the 
AIIS.  By 1989 it had become a 60-page essay.  In 1991 the Executive Committee of the AIIS, 
which I was chairing at that time, asked her to expand her paper into a history of the AIIS’s first 
thirty years (1961-1991) and provided her with travel funds.  Armed with her tape recorder and 
fueled with her characteristic energy, Patterson traveled to Chicago and India, interviewing 
informants and poring through AIIS archives. 
 As each year passed, Patterson’s files of AIIS materials expanded.  She included major 
sections on the AIIS in her “History of the Study of India in the United States” that was Part I of 
the volume Ed Dimock, Ainslie Embree, and I edited titled India’s Worlds and U.S. Scholars: 
1947-1997 (New Delhi: Manohar/American Institute of Indian Studies, 1998, pp. 15-108).  In 
addition to her work on the AIIS, Maureen began to gather materials for what would be a 
definitive study of American scholarly links with India, starting in 1784, shortly after the 
American colonies had freed themselves from the British crown.  Throughout the 1990s 
Maureen accumulated quantities of materials for both projects in her home at 37 Shattuck Road, 
Hadley, Massachusetts where she wrote hundreds of pages of this volume. 
 Maureen’s eyesight steadily deteriorated.  With the help of sophisticated reading devices 
and people she paid to read to her she struggled to continue her projects.  By the spring of 1999, 
however, Maureen reluctantly acknowledged she could no longer continue.  Lelah Dushkin 
traveled from Manhattan, Kansas to Hadley, Massachusetts to receive portions of Maureen’s 
overarching history of South Asian Studies tentatively titled “From Indology to South Asian 
Studies.”  Lelah also received Maureen’s nearly-completed chapters on the history of Indian 
studies in U.S. centers like the University of Pennsylvania and Wisconsin as well as her history 
of the American Institute of Pakistan Studies.   
 Early in June 1999 Ben Cohen, at that time a Wisconsin history graduate student, at 
Maureen’s and my request traveled to Hadley, Massachusetts, packed Maureen’s AIIS 
manuscript and research materials into two boxes and sent them to my home in Madison, 
Wisconsin.  By the end of June Maureen had drafted Memos with Lelah Dushkin and me 
regarding the completion of her two projects.  She sold her Hadley home.  At the end of July her 
nephew drove her to a condominium in Sarasota, Florida where she planned to retire.  In 
Sarasota Maureen met Linda Salmaggi, a provider of secretarial, bookkeeping, and notary public 
services, whom Maureen hired to help her with her bookkeeping. 
 In the spring of 2000 Maureen flew to Manhattan, Kansas later to Madison, Wisconsin to 
discuss with Lelah and me how to move her two projects forward.  Her overarching historical 
materials with Lelah were far from publication; whereas Maureen had already written most of 
the  
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Illustration 1 
December 1994:  Maureen Patterson and cat at work in her home: 37 Shattuck Road, Hadley, 
Massachusetts 
 

 
Illustration 2  
December 1994:  Maureen Patterson’s file of 3-ring binders filled with AIIS archival materials 
and notes 



Foreword 

- 3 - 

AIIS chapters except Chapter VII on AIIS funding.  By the time Maureen left Madison and flew 
back to Sarasota, she had significantly clarified for me what needed to be done to complete the 
AIIS-history volume.  The AIIS released funds for the project.  In the summer of 2000 Linda 
Salmaggi began typing AIIS’s history from Maureen’s original texts as I forwarded them from 
Madison, Wisconsin.  The project appeared to be well underway.  In March 2001 Maureen came 
to Chicago at the invitation of the AIIS to attend the Trustees’ annual meeting and see for herself 
what she had been writing about.  On March 22, 2001 Maureen was honored at a well-attended 
reception in Chicago’s Sheraton Hotel.   
 Typing Maureen’s manuscript proved far more time-consuming than anyone anticipated. 
 By December 2001, with three chapters to go, AIIS funding ran out.  Linda Salmaggi sent me 
the six chapters she had completed.  I proofread them in January 2002 during my annual trip to 
India and Nepal to visit Wisconsin’s College Year in India/Nepal students. 
 In 2006 funds again became available, this time from Wisconsin sources.  By now 
Maureen Patterson’s deteriorating health had led her to leave Florida and move to a nursing 
home in Springfield, Massachusetts.  She later described with a chuckle the incredulity of the 
nursing-home staff when she reported her former profession as “spy.”  Linda Salmaggi, who had 
kept the project “on hold” for four years, enthusiastically resumed typing the manuscript.  The 
2006 summer provided me with time to complete Chapter VII and fill some of the gaps in 
Maureen’s materials.  By then AIIS files and archives had moved.  Even with the help of Elise 
Auerbach, mainstay of the Chicago AIIS office, I was able to retrieve only a small portion of the 
missing information Maureen herself would have found had her failing eyesight not prevented 
her.  Lengthy air trips to Korea, India, and Vietnam in 2007 and 2008 gave me the necessary 
time to complete the detailed copy-editing.  In the meantime Maureen moved to a nursing home 
in Moodus, Connecticut, close to her brother George Patterson in Lyme.  George recently 
described Maureen as well but failing, with occasional moments when she still exhibited her old 
clarity and sense of humor.  Throughout this time, Linda Salmaggi remained a loyal colleague, 
typing and proofreading the manuscript pages as they arrived on her Florida desk.  
 This history remains thoroughly Maureen Patterson’s.  In it she has demonstrated the 
same extraordinary care for accurate detail that she demonstrated in her much-appreciated 
compendium, South Asian Civilizations: A Bibliographic Synthesis (Chicago and London: 
University of Chicago Press, 1981, 853 pages) and that she practiced for years as the University 
of Chicago’s South Asia Bibliographer.  Maureen herself has lived a noteworthy and productive 
life.  Eleven of her publications prior to 1981 are cited in her bibliographical compendium, 
several dealing with the Chitpavan Brahmans of Maharashtra.  In the accompanying Preface 
Maureen describes how she initially became involved in Indian studies and first met Norman 
Brown.  Further details of Maureen’s early activities in India are recorded in Elizabeth P. 
McIntosh’s Sisterhood of Spies: The Women in the OSS (Annapolis, MD Naval Institute Press), 
1998.  McIntosh describes Maureen’s cheerful contravention of the U.S. formal agreement with 
the British that she spy only on the Japanese and not engage in any activities relating to India’s 
internal affairs.  McIntosh also describes many of Maureen’s activities, including her meetings 
with Jawaharlal Nehru and Mohandas Gandhi.  A photograph Maureen took on August 15, 1947 
of Dr. Rajendra Prasad and Governor-General Lord Mountbatten entering the Chamber of 
Parliament House in New Delhi to inaugurate India’s independence appears at the beginning of 
India’s Worlds and U.S. Scholars: 1947-1997. 
 I had no idea in 1991, when the AIIS Executive Committee asked Maureen Patterson to 
expand her 60-page paper into a full-blown history of the AIIS, that I would play any significant 
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part in the book’s production.  Not until the spring of 2000, when it became clear that Maureen’s 
efforts might be wasted, did I become involved.  My participation which has taken more time 
than I anticipated has been amply rewarded by the pleasure of going through Maureen’s rich 
materials and by the memories this project has invoked, some of them related to events in my 
own life.  As a 24-year-old summer graduate student of beginning Hindi in Penn, I participated 
in a seminar Norman Brown taught from his newly-published book The United States and India 
and Pakistan (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1953).  In Harvard I took courses with 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls and met fellow graduate students Susanne and Lloyd Rudolph.  I was in the 
first batch of Senior Research Fellows the AIIS sent to India 1962-63.  In the following years it 
was my good fortune to meet many of the AIIS’s founding generation including Robert Crane, 
Ed Dimock Ainslie Embree, Henry Hart, Richard Lambert, Pradeep Mehendiratta, Bob Miller, 
Don Murray, Dick Park, Milton Singer, and Hans van Buitenen.  The debts we, the on-going 
generations of India scholars, owe the generation that founded the AIIS are inestimable.  
Bringing this book to completion is one way I can thank Maureen Patterson for her years of 
painstaking research.  It is also a way I can express my gratitude to the members of the AIIS’s 
founding generation for the legacy they have left us.  Where there are errors of fact or 
interpretation, neither the AIIS as an institution nor any of its officers are accountable.  Maureen 
and I assume all responsibility.  Indeed we would appreciate it if readers brought any such errors 
to our attention. 
 
          Joseph W. Elder 
          Madison, Wisconsin 
          October 10, 2009 
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PREFACE 
by Maureen L. P. Patterson 

 
  The American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS) was set up in 1961 with W. Norman 
Brown as its first president.  Brown, long-time Professor of Sanskrit at the University of 
Pennsylvania, and a handful of fellow scholars of India had labored for three decades to establish 
an American research center in India to carry out a wide array of humanistic and social science 
studies of the subcontinent.  The genesis, development, and history of the Institute are the 
subjects of this study. 
 

A Personal Note: My Connection to W. Norman Brown 
While I did not know much about the Institute until the 1980s, I had known W. Norman 

Brown since the 1940s, a turbulent time for India and for those of us involved in World War II.  
During World War II I served in the United States Office of Services (OSS) and was stationed in 
India from 1944 to 1946.  Norman Brown was head of the OSS India section within the British 
Empire Division of the Research and Analysis Branch at the OSS headquarters in Washington, 
D.C. 

Reports that my colleagues and I in New Delhi had written in 1944-46 about the ongoing 
struggle for independence and other current affairs in what was still the British Raj ended up on 
Brown’s desk in Washington.  This was before India’s independence, and the OSS was busy 
trying to influence U.S. policy to support the nationalist movement rather than continuation of 
British rule. 

After the war ended and after my return to the U.S., I left government service in early 
1946.  By then I wanted to begin serious studies of Indian culture.  When this proved difficult in 
America, I decided to return to India.  In early 1947 I went back on my own as an independent 
scholar.  No fellowship granting agencies had yet been established. 

I lived with an Indian family in New Delhi and studied Hindi.  Sometime after 
participating in the celebrations surrounding India’s independence on 15 August 1947, I finally 
met Professor Norman Brown.  He had come to India in connection with his plans to establish a 
full-fledged program on Indian studies at the University of Pennsylvania, plans which were 
realized in September 1948. 

At my meeting with Norman Brown in late 1947 I told him I had decided to enroll at 
Allahabad University for intensive study of Hindi language and literature.  He encouraged me to 
do so and urged me to join his proposed Department of South Asia Regional Studies at Penn for 
graduate work when I had completed my self-generated work on Hindi.  I also had to complete 
my University of Michigan B.A., long-delayed by my wartime adventures. 

Professor Brown had a special request for me as I worked on Hindi literature at 
Allahabad: he asked me to prepare a bibliography of about 500 books in Hindi which he would 
use as a buying list for the special collection he intended to form for his proposed new program 
at Penn.  This was to be my first tangible connection with the pioneering department. 

In late 1948 I returned to the U.S. and finished my degree at the University of Michigan 
in mid-1950.  Shortly thereafter I went to Philadelphia to begin graduate studies with Brown and 
his colleagues at the beginning of the third year of the newly established department.  Taking 
Sanskrit and other courses with him, W. Norman Brown became, in effect, my guru. Professor 
Brown was not a narrow specialist of Sanskrit, the Vedas or art history.  Rather, he was an all-
around student of Indian civilization who dealt with every aspect of Indian culture, society, 
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politics, and wrote for newspapers and magazines over many years, expressing a passionate 
belief in Indian independence. 

While I never held an AIIS fellowship or participated in any way in its activities until I 
began to record the history of the Institute in the late 1980s, I feel indebted to Professor Brown 
for his support to me as I began my life-long commitment to the study of India.  This volume 
represents my homage to him. 

 
History of the History 

Emily Brown and the First Attempt: 1981 
The 20th anniversary of the Institute provided the occasion for preparing a history of the 

Institute.  At its Spring Meeting in 1981, the AIIS Executive Committee charged three Institute 
Trustees: Frank Conlon (University of Washington), J. Michael Mahar (University of Arizona), 
and Eugene Irshick (University of California-Berkeley) with the responsibility of looking into 
the preparation of the history of the Institute. 

In late 1981 Emily Brown, a former UPI correspondent in Southeast Asia, Professor of 
History at University of Northern Iowa and that university’s AIIS trustee from 1969-74, 
expressed an interest in preparing an informal history of the AIIS.  Apparently Mahar had 
contacted Emily Brown, who by this time was retired and living in Tucson, Arizona.  Brown 
presumably found Mahar’s proposed history project to be an attractive one.  At the fall 1981 
meeting of the Executive Committee, President Dimock invited Emily Brown to take full 
responsibility for the project of preparing the history of the AIIS. 

In the winter of 1981-82 Emily Brown was sent to India to examine Institute files from 
the early 1960s to the present.  On the basis of her preliminary inspection, Brown suggested that, 
“the volume might take one of three shapes: a formal history of the Institute’s beginnings, a 
promotional vehicle for fund-raising purposes, or a relatively brief, even light-hearted ‘looking 
back’ at the Institute and its founders” (Executive Committee minutes - 31 March 1982).  

After her visit to India, Brown reported that all she had been able to do was a “cursory 
examination of the records available in India” (letter from Emily Brown to Edward C. Dimock, 
Jr. - 16 February 1983).  At that point Emily Brown requested Institute funding for a more 
extensive trip to India in order to visit the regional offices and interview key Indian academic 
and government players.  In addition, she requested funding for travel in the U.S. and full access 
to AIIS files and relevant federal agencies. 

Emily Brown’s proposal was to write an informal history of the Institute in essay form.  
She did not intend it to be an “exhaustive institutional history,” but rather an “...informal 
overview of the Institute’s growth and development from the early 1960s onward” (Executive 
Committee minutes, 23 March 1983).  Before authorizing Brown to proceed with the project, the 
Committee requested her to submit a full budget statement for the next Executive Committee 
Meeting in October of 1982. 

It appears that Emily Brown’s proposal was never funded, and several years elapsed 
before further work was considered on a history of the Institute.  When that occurred in 1991, 
AIIS President Joseph Elder contacted Brown to see if she had any materials that she might have 
retained from her quick trip in the winter of 1981-82.  This was in anticipation of my 
undertaking the project of recording the Institute’s history.  In a letter from Brown to Elder in 
October 1991 she stated: 

I am afraid I can’t be of any help on the proposed project.  I think 
it was Mike Mahar who suggested that I write a history of the 
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Institute but the whole thing fell through and I got no further than 
looking at some of the files at the AIIS office in New Delhi to see 
what sort of source material might be available.  The director in 
India was not too happy about the situation so the project was 
shelved.  (Personal letter of 1 October 1991) 

 
There is a gap in my understanding of why the project had stalled.  However, in a 

conversation I had with Gene Irshick in January of 1989, Irshick suggested that Emily Brown 
had been unable to access the necessary documents, partly because she lacked a connection with 
the University of Chicago.  According to Irshick, that connection might have facilitated 
cooperation from the Indian headquarters. 

 
My Role as “Official Historian” of the Institute: 1991 

 I took over writing the history of the AIIS in 1991, when I began the work that has grown 
into this volume.  Let me detail how the formal invitation to me came about.  To begin with, let 
me present some autobiographical context.  In 1984 I retired from my joint appointment in the 
University of Chicago’s Department of South Asian Languages and Civilizations and the 
University Library.  I then moved to northern California intending to focus on my long-standing 
research on Maharashtrian social history.  I consciously put behind me many years of concern 
for the wide-ranging subcontinental issues I had dealt with in building Chicago’s South Asian 
library collection and interpreting the collection through a series of substantial bibliographies. 
 My first year’s resumption of work on Chitpavan Brahman family histories was suddenly 
interrupted in late 1985 by a letter from Ashin Das Gupta, Director of India’s National Library.  
This letter was an invitation to participate in an international conference in Calcutta in January 
1986, and my contribution was to be on South Asian studies in North America.  Accepting this 
invitation with great pleasure, I had to put my Maharashtra work on the back burner and resume 
thinking about Indic civilization as a whole and the research and instruction on ancient and 
modern South Asia that had been set up in a number of North American universities and 
colleges. 
 In the course of writing my contribution to the international conference in Calcutta -- a 
140-page essay entitled “South Asian Studies in North America, 1947-1986:  A Review” -- I had 
mentioned my work to members of the American Council of Learned Societies / Social Science 
Research Council (ACLS / SSRC) Joint Committee on South Asia. 
 When I returned to the U.S. in early 1986, the Joint Committee awarded me a small grant 
to develop the paper further into a full-fledged history of South Asian studies in the U.S.  In the 
next couple of years I traveled to many centers of South Asian studies, collected numerous 
documents, and carried out dozens of interviews. 
 My work on and interest in the history of the Institute attracted the attention of Institute 
officers.  While researching the overall history of South Asian studies in the U.S., I had written a 
short review of the development and activities of the AIIS.  By 1989 I enlarged that summary to 
a 60-page essay.  Shortly thereafter, in 1991, Dimock encouraged me to submit what I had 
written to the Executive Committee of the AIIS. 
 What was to be my participation in the project really began in 1987, when I wrote to 
Dimock, my long-time University of Chicago colleague, who had just stepped down as Institute 
president.   
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 My letter stated: 
 
I have just finished my first draft of the section on the AIIS.  It is 
very tentative, and full of gaps both of facts and analysis.  
However, I wanted to put something down under what seemed to 
be reasonable rubrics.  Now, what to do?  I need your advice...I am 
not trying to write a history of the Institute, of course, but I do 
want to do it justice within the overall South Asian studies picture. 
 (Emily Brown told me recently that her attempt - officially 
sanction? - at writing a history had run aground because of 
inaccessibility of sources). - Is anybody doing a 25 year 
retrospect?” -  (Personal letter to Edward C. Dimock, 13 December 
1987).  

 
 In late 1991 the Executive Committee of the AIIS invited me to develop further what I 
had written on the Institute: in effect, I was asked to prepare a full record of the Institute’s first 
thirty years.  I was only taking a little time out of my overall history to enlarge the section on the 
Institute. 
 I then spent a month at work in AIIS headquarters in Chicago where I examined the 
Institute’s files and interviewed many former and present officers and staff.  Of especial value 
were my many hours tape-recording discussions with Edward C. Dimock who had been 
associated with the Institute in many capacities since 1962, most notably as president during the 
critical fourteen years from 1973 to 1986.  In January 1992 the AIIS sent me to India for three 
months on an official trip to collect documents and interview a wide variety of persons.  I carried 
out interviews at the Institute’s headquarters in New Delhi, in some of its regional centers, and 
with many independent observers of the Institute’s work.  The Indian Director, Pradeep R. 
Mehendiratta, was generous in his assistance: he made files available, secured travel 
arrangements, and suggested persons I should interview.  On this trip I was able to visit similar 
research centers run by Canadian, German, and French organizations.  Of particular interest for a 
comparative view was the well-known French Institute of Pondicherry.  The AIIS also made 
possible three more short visits to the Chicago headquarters, as well as a few days in 
Philadelphia, the original headquarters of the Institute from 1961 to 1973. 
 By 1997 I had written a substantial manuscript on the AIIS’s history.  In that year, I put 
the history of the AIIS together with chapters prepared for the joint committee’s overall history 
of South Asian studies.  In effect, I condensed material from both projects to write a 50-year 
summary of South Asian Studies in the U.S.  This essay of nearly one-hundred pages forms the 
historical background chapter in the book, India’s Worlds and U.S. Scholars: 1947-1997.  The 
book was published in 1998 by the AIIS in commemoration of India’s 50th anniversary of 
independence from British rule.  My contribution to the book utilized and condensed research 
from both of my previous projects and resulted in the long piece entitled, “Institutional Base for 
the Study of South Asia in the United States and the Role of the American Institute of Indian 
Studies.” 
 Since then, while attempting to complete the following comprehensive history of the  
AIIS, I have experienced quite sudden and incapacitating eye problems.  As a result, I have not 
been able to complete certain parts of the history with the detail I had hoped.  However, with the 
help of research assistants, I have been able to tie together some loose ends and finish the project 
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to the extent possible.  Nevertheless, I trust that this volume does justice to its internationally 
acclaimed subject, the American Institute of Indian Studies. 

 
Sources and Research Methods 

Identifying and locating the major sources for preparation of this comprehensive record 
of the AIIS proved to be less than straightforward.  I had thought, naively perhaps, that file 
cabinets and folders at both American and Indian headquarters would provide the details I would 
need for describing the Institute’s administration and operations.  That was not to be the case.  I 
found much that was essential and valuable, but I noticed significant, if not glaring, gaps. 

Let me here review the two major sources of information for this study:  Documents both 
printed and typed; and interviews which I tape recorded and transcribed. 

 
Documents 

Office files were maintained at Institute headquarters in the U.S. and in India.  As we 
shall see, American headquarters was in Philadelphia from 1961 to 1973.  Then it moved to 
Chicago, where it is still located.  In India, headquarters was in Poona from 1962 to 1973 when it 
moved to New Delhi.  On the occasion of both relocations, some documents do not seem to have 
been moved.  I shall note these below and suggest reasons for their loss. 

The document record consisted of minutes of the periodic meetings of the Executive 
Committee as well as the Board of Trustees.  In addition, both administrative and academic 
committees provided reports of their activities that have been very useful.  I also perused 
memoranda and, to some extent, correspondence.  Unfortunately, I believe that many discussions 
on significant problems occurred on the phone.  There is no record of that valuable part of the 
history.  Recently, with extensive use of e-mail, it is fair to say that the present and future record 
will be compromised.  No attempt is being made to maintain hard copy of Institute discussions.  
A major documentary source of this study was the series of printed annual/biennial reports 
produced between 1962 and 1994.  From 1962 to 1973 they were issued by the Institute’s first 
American headquarters in Philadelphia.  Except for the second report, none was numbered.  To 
identify them in the documentation of the chapters of the text, I have provided Report numbers in 
square brackets. 

The complete list of these reports is as follows: 
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AIIS Reports By Number, Year(s) Covered, and Place of Issuance: 
 

Number 
[No.] if supplied 

[No.1] 
 2 

[No. 3] 
[No. 4] 
[No. 5] 
[No. 6] 
[No.7] 
[No. 8] 
[No. 9] 
[No. 10] 
[No. 11] 
[No. 12] 
[No. 13] 
[No. 14] 
[No. 15] 
[No. 16] 
[No. 17] 
[No. 18] 
[No. 19] 
[No. 20] 
[No. 21] 
[No. 22] 
[No. 23] 

 

 
Annual / Biennial 

 
“President’s Report” 

Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 
Annual 

Annual / Biennial * 
Annual / Biennial * 
Annual / Biennial * 

Biennial 
Biennial 
Biennial 
Biennial 
Biennial 
Biennial 
Biennial  

 
* Titled “Annual” but 

actually “Biennial” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Years Covered 
 

1961-61 

1962-63 
1963-64 
1964-65 
1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-76 
1976-78 
1978-80 
1980-82 
1982-84 
1984-86 
1986-88 
1988-90 
1990-92 
1992-94 

 

 
Place 

 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
New Delhi 
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In 1994 Director Mehendiratta unilaterally decided to stop publishing these periodic 
reports on the ground of “saving money.”  This represents a serious lacuna in the ongoing 
documentation of Institute activities.  The Director told me that all the material was readily 
available at the New Delhi office, but that reasoning does not make it convenient for all those in 
the U.S. who may be concerned.  Sadly, the rules on incorporation do not mandate production 
and publication of this useful public document. 

The twenty-three annual / biennial reports that do exist have typically provided 
summaries from the President, the Indian Director, the Treasurer, and chairpersons of the 
academic committees.  The Indian Advisory Committee discussions are usually included, as well 
as important financial statements from auditors on revenue and expenditures.  There is no 
substitute for this periodic series of snapshots of Institute operations and problems.  To date, no 
on-line web site appears to have been contemplated, more the pity.  In addition to the 
summarizing annual / biennial reports, I have extensively used the twice-yearly minutes of the 
Executive Committee, and the Annual Report to the Trustees.  These are available at Chicago 
headquarters, and I was able to photocopy large segments of them for later perusal.  The Chicago 
office files also included copies of major ad hoc reports and memos sent to Trustees.  The files 
contain relatively little personal correspondence; this was apparently retained by the individual 
officer in his or her own files. 

There is no documentary record of the many decisions that may have been made in 
telephone conferences or one-on-one calls.  Thus, the historical record lacks a significant 
segment. 

I was struck by the lack in Chicago of evidence for the W. Norman Brown era.  I had 
been assured that when headquarters moved from Philadelphia to Chicago in 1973, all files had 
been moved.   But after 1973 and until the late 1980s the Treasurer’s office remained in 
Philadelphia under Donald Murray.  His files do not appear in Chicago, and when I visited 
Philadelphia in 1993, after Murray’s death, I could find no trace of them.  Thus, the detailed 
funding story of the Institute suffers from a serious lacuna. 

Similarly, when I worked with the W. Norman Brown archives at the University of 
Pennsylvania in 1993, I expected to find Brown’s Institute-related correspondence.  It was 
strangely not there, and I was not given a satisfactory explanation of this considerable gap.   

The hunt for documents at Indian headquarters in New Delhi similarly proved to have 
limitations and some restrictions.  The Indian offices were moved from Poona to New Delhi in 
1973.  I was told that some files could not be moved since they had succumbed to white ants in 
Poona.  Quite a few folders in New Delhi’s “godown,” or storage area, turned out to be 
precariously close to a pigeon’s nest with its resultant fallout.  While I felt I should give the files 
a once-over, it was neither pleasant nor productive.  The potential stuff of history was clearly not 
well cared for. 

I was able to read through and photocopy other reports in the administrative 
headquarters, but what must be voluminous reports and correspondence, particularly on crucial 
matters of funding sources, were clearly off-limits to the AIIS “official historian.”  Nor was open 
documentation compensated by interviews. 

The documentary sources provide on a periodic basis accurate and reliable statistics on 
many of the Institute’s activities and operations.  I present in the text the year-by-year growth in 
the number of institutional Members, from 15 at the outset to 51 in 1998, with 13 being Class A 
Members and 38 being Class B Members.  In 1998 the Board of Trustees consisted of 64 
individuals from Member institutions plus one Trustee-at-Large.  The number of standing 
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committees, of research centers, of language students in any given year and of such activities as 
AIIS-sponsored publications appear to be accurately portrayed in Institute documents. 

But in some cases there is considerable ambiguity if not discrepancies.  For example, it is 
difficult to ascertain what the total number of Fellowships has been.  In some of the annual / 
biennial reports, the number given is of those awarded regardless of whether or not the awardee 
actually took up the grant and carried out research.  The number of individuals who have held 
grants is smaller than the total number of awards since many persons have held more than one 
award over the years.  Computerization of this information retroactively and currently would 
provide accurate statistics.  But staffing levels at both headquarters do not seem adequate to this 
historical task. 
 It is also difficult to assess the disciplinary spread of the Fellowships awarded.  In 1997, 
while visiting New Delhi, I found a table on the blackboard in the Fellows Lounge at AIIS 
headquarters that showed a total of 3,675 grantees.  This table also presented a breakdown by 
discipline in a clearly inaccurate manner.  For example, the table showed that 400 grants were 
given in the field of Sociology.  This number is woefully overstated since other sources show 
that fewer than 100 have ever been awarded in this field.  In the text I have made an effort to 
trace changes in disciplinary spread over the years. 

A much more serious lack of accurate statistical information surfaced when I worked on 
Chapter VII that treats AIIS sources of funding over the years.  My goal was to trace total 
foundation and federal funding from 1962 to 1998.  The task should have been straightforward, 
even if a bit tedious.  Strangely, no files at AIIS headquarters in Chicago provided totals for, say, 
the Ford Foundation’s grants since 1962.  Nor was it possible to get a cumulative aggregate of 
grants from any of the U.S. agencies that have contributed.  The only way to get this information 
was to mine the annual / biennial reports provided from 1962 to 1994.  These reports included 
financial statements from the Institute’s auditors, mostly from the American firm and only a 
couple of times from the Indian side also.  These reports proved not to be standard in form.  For 
my purposes I was interested in the receipts from the funding source rather than a statement of 
expenditures.  Some totals were given in dollars while others were in rupees.  It was not possible 
to convert rupee totals into dollars because the exchange rate for a particular year was not 
indicated. 

As noted in the text, I resorted to direct requests to funding agencies.  The Ford 
Foundation responded quickly and clearly by sending me a printout from its computer of all 
grants made to the AIIS from 1962 to present.  The National Endowment for the Humanities 
(NEH) similarly responded to my request.  I was able to assemble more-or-less accurate totals 
for other major donors with the exception of the biggest donor of all, the Smithsonian Institution, 
by some estimated to have provided 75% of all AIIS rupees since 1968.  These funds should 
have shown up on auditors’ statements, but the Indian auditor’s reports did not seem to exist in 
the U.S., and I had not realized that I should have examined them on my visit to New Delhi, if 
indeed I had been permitted to do so.  I was able to garner some detailed information from 
former President Joseph Elder.  He provided me with funding statistics for his eight years in 
office that included year-by-year figures for all the major U.S. funding sources. 

Aside from this eight-year period (1986-94), I have found that the statistical base for an 
accurate record of many AIIS operations is incomplete.  Administrative changes in Chicago 
and lack of open access in New Delhi have contributed to this situation.  With regard to 
presenting totals of AIIS funding from its many sources, we must be satisfied with an order of 
magnitude rather than with a detailed record. 
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Interviews 

From the beginning, in 1991, of my research for this book, I conducted a number of 
interviews with persons connected in many ways to the AIIS as well as with some independent 
observers of the organization.  I tape recorded most of these conversations and later somewhat 
laboriously transcribed them.  In some cases, where I deemed the interview particularly 
significant, I prepared a detailed index of it. 

On a few occasions respondents who wished to make frank and sometimes quite critical 
remarks about AIIS officers or activities asked me to turn off my tape recorder.  This, of course, 
I did.  Other respondents made openly disparaging comments.  While I have drawn on these for 
certain parts of the text, I decided not to quote them directly.  The tapes may be consulted at an 
appropriate later date by a future historian.  Meanwhile, these tapes will be housed in an AIIS 
archive in Chicago. 

Most persons in the U.S. and India whom I approached for discussion of Institute affairs 
complied with my request.  A few had reservations, and two persons at the Center for Art and 
Archaeology in Varanasi told me they could not comply without explicit permission from the 
AIIS Director in New Delhi.  In that event I simply took notes the old-fashioned way.  I shall list 
the names of my interviewees in the Acknowledgments. 

Following completion and publication of this book, I shall deposit all the accumulated 
research materials in the AIIS Archive to be established in the Department of Special Collections 
of the University of Chicago Library.  These materials will include all reports and memoranda 
photocopied in the course of this work, all the file folders of my notes and drafts, the tapes and 
transcriptions of interviews, as well as the photos I took onsite in India or collected from 
individuals.  This will facilitate and provide the basis for future review of what is hoped to be a 
long-lived organization for American scholars of India.  Care and preservation of the Institute’s 
historical records must always be a concern. 
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INTRODUCING THE TEXT 
 

Just as the study of Sanskrit and Arabic led to the study of their linguistic “descendants” 
and relatives, so the existence of American outposts in various centers of classical western 
civilization led to the establishment of such a center for Indian studies. 

Our leader in all this was W. Norman Brown, himself a student of Greek (his B.A. major 
subject at Johns Hopkins) and a Sanskritist of note.  At the same time, Brown had more than 
passing understanding of twentieth century India.  He had lived there as a youth and as a young 
man; he had studied Hindi, heard Indian folk tales, discussed with pundits, and emulated his 
father’s interest in Indian philosophy.  Later on he wrote constantly, in American newspapers 
and magazines, of contemporary India’s problems and aspirations.  Given his continual, frank, 
and open espousal of India’s nationalist movement, it is a wonder the British Government of 
India did not declare him persona non grata.  But Norman Brown was first, last, and foremost an 
Indologist, immersed in Sanskrit and the classical tradition. 

As a classicist, Brown early moved from Greek to its relative, Sanskrit, as he sought to 
understand the wellsprings of Indic civilization.  His long involvement with folk tales and story 
literature demonstrated his interest in the spread of themes and motifs from their birthplace in 
India throughout the Indo-European speaking world and beyond.  In everything he did, Brown 
saw things in their universal context. 

As a classicist, particularly one trained at the dynamic new university that was Johns 
Hopkins (JHU) in Baltimore, Norman Brown was early exposed to the problems and vagaries of 
institution building.  The mechanics of fund raising and the need for channels of communication 
(JHU pioneered in establishing many scholarly journals) were things Brown learned early in his 
career. 

From his association with colleagues in the western classics, Brown watched while they 
made an effort to get closer to the subject of their studies.  They had already established overseas 
academic outposts in Athens in 1881, Rome in 1894.  Beginning in 1900 American Schools of 
Oriental Research had been founded in Jerusalem, Baghdad, Amman, Carthage and Nicosia. 

By the early 1920s Norman Brown and a few fellow Indologists were convinced that 
Indic studies needed a similar overseas center with networks of many kinds.  By 1934 Brown 
came to preside over the fledgling American School of Indic and Iranian Studies, but it took 
another three decades before this pilot project matured into the American Institute of Indian 
Studies in 1961. 

W. Norman Brown did not bring this about single-handedly.  The record is replete with 
the names of colleagues who joined him in dreaming, and then realizing, their collective 
objective.  But there is general agreement that Brown towered above all others in the long drive 
to make the Institute happen and in guiding it through its first decade, with, of course, the help of 
an increasingly wide group of dedicated scholars who came from many disciplines in the 
humanities and social sciences. 

The Institute’s second and third decades belong to many other leaders who were devoted 
to maintaining a remarkable organization in ever-changing times, to responding to ever-changing 
needs, and to charting new courses through the constantly unfolding complexities and 
contributions of Indian civilization. 

This history seeks to record the background and development of the American Institute of 
Indian Studies, to chronicle its first thirty-four years of operation, and to assess its significance 
for the American field of South Asian studies as a whole.  It is a testimony to the labors of its 
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Presidents W. Norman Brown, Ainslie Embree, Edward C. Dimock, Jr., Joseph W. Elder and 
Frederick Asher as leaders and consolidators of a strong and highly-regarded international 
organization.  Secondly, this history records the hard work and imaginative contributions of the 
Institute's Indian officers, Executive Officer D. D. Karve and Director-General Pradeep 
Mehendiratta, and the staffs of the Regional Centers.  Thirdly, this history describes the 
proliferation of intellectual enterprises in philosophy, language, ethnomusicology, and art history 
and archaeology, for example, which are now thriving under the aegis of the Institute through the 
efforts of many dozens of men and women of many disciplinary backgrounds, drawn from the 
Institute’s over-fifty cooperating institutions.  Fourthly, this volume assesses the impact on 
thousands of Americans of their experience in India, over the last four decades, as holders of 
Institute fellowships and grants.  Finally, this record of contemporary, scholarly involvement 
with most aspects of Indian civilization -- ancient and modern -- facilitated by the American 
Institute of Indian Studies, testifies to an increased general American awareness and 
understanding of India’s age-old cultural contributions, challenging complexities, and modern 
achievements.  Above all, this history seeks to demonstrate the mutuality and reciprocity in 
scholarly goals and interchange between American and Indian interpreters of one of the world’s 
pre-eminent and long-lived civilizations. 

Against this contextual background we now turn to the specific role of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies, a relatively recent entrant to the group of American overseas research 
centers established since the late 19th century.  These earlier research centers were taken as 
models for the hoped-for American scholarly enterprise in India. 

As I document in the following pages, the AIIS was patterned in some respects on the 
existing centers in Europe and the Near East but differed in many ways to accord with needs of a 
proud, newly independent nation and the complexities of the many civilizational layers in the 
subcontinent. 

The successful establishment and development of the AIIS over the past four decades 
have sparked the formation of similar institutes in Pakistan, Ceylon/Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh.  
I have provided summaries of their activities later in this volume.  In 1978 representatives of the 
longstanding centers, such as at Rome and Athens, joined together with the more recently 
established institutes to form the Council of American Overseas Research Centers (CAORC).  
Designed to exchange operational experience and provide guidance in such areas as fund-raising 
strategies, CAORC has become an important unified voice of scholarly concerns and receives 
federal grants through recent legislation to support operations of many CAORC members. 

This AIIS is a leading member of CAORC and plays a major role in bridging what had 
long been an unfortunate gap between scholars of Western classical civilizations and those of the 
Indic world area.  Later in this book I shall present more detail on CAORC and the role of AIIS 
in it, as well as the benefits that the Institute has received from its membership in this umbrella 
organization.  I shall indicate at the appropriate place in the text some of the more important 
aspects of the physical structure of the existing Western models that the AIIS leaders aimed to 
copy.  Chief among these was a campus atmosphere along with hostels, a library, and meeting 
places where scholars could exchange their research experiences.  For the first decade when 
Indian headquarters was in Poona -- now called Pune -- such a model was quite well followed.  
With the move to New Delhi in 1973 things changed drastically.  The headquarters building was 
almost entirely devoted to administrative functions.  However, a small room was set aside as the 
Fellows Lounge where scholars might meet others while awaiting work on various questions 
relating to visas, stipends, travel, affiliation, and the like.  Further changes followed from the 
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inauguration, in February 1998, of the Institute’s own, rather than rented, headquarters building. 
 This new building, in Gurgaon, just outside New Delhi, will be close to full operation in 1999 
and will include both administrative and academic components.  It won’t reproduce all the 
campus character of the original headquarters at Deccan College in Pune, but it will go part way 
to establishing a scholarly ambiance, despite being situated in the middle of a light industrial 
park.  It does not yet have a residential component and will be too far from New Delhi’s cultural 
and academic sites and even further from the University in Old Delhi to allow students and other 
scholarly visitors easy access.  But with anticipated improved transportation, that may change. 

Just as the AIIS founders modeled their fledgling institution on the existing centers in 
Europe and the Near East, other organizations that focused on the subcontinent, in turn, used the 
AIIS as model for their overseas centers.  I shall describe in the text the Shastri Indo-Canadian 
Institute and the American centers set up for Ceylon/Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and Bangladesh. 

This book is designed to be a history of the American Institute of Indian Studies.  
However, it may not be considered a standard institutional history since it is not a connected 
narrative.  Rather, it is a series of descriptions of the major structural, administrative, and 
academic components of the Institute, each with its own chronology.  To compensate for this 
lack of story line, I have prepared an overall chronology of major events, in both national and 
international contexts, and present it following this introduction. 

Turning now to the main activities of the AIIS, I shall summarize and highlight the most 
significant achievements of the AIIS.  The central and largest Institute operation, its very raison 
d’être, is its fellowship program.  This should be viewed against the backdrop of funding from a 
variety of American governmental and private agencies that provide grants for research and 
training in India.  Fulbright, National Science Foundation, the Smithsonian Institution, and other 
U.S. government agencies hold competitions and sponsor scholars at several levels to study in 
India.  Some American universities now run college-year-in-India programs for undergraduates.  
Others sponsor shorter more focused groups such as the six-week Penn-in-Pune program.  From 
time to time very senior scholars obtain prestigious Guggenheim awards.  But the largest 
fellowship-granting organization for research in India is the AIIS.  Widely publicized and widely 
acclaimed, the AIIS selects senior and junior scholars for year-long or short-term grants.  This 
central activity of the Institute is described in detail in the text. 

Selection of Fellows is rigorous, carried out once a year in a marathon session by a panel 
of scholars drawn from a variety of institutions and representing a careful disciplinary and 
gender balance.  In thirty-seven years nearly 3,000 awards have been given to some 2,500 
Fellows, several of whom have received more than one grant whether Language Program, 
Junior, Senior, or short-term.  The chapter on this central function of the Institute touches upon 
problems such as GOI acceptance and supervision of research topic and need for awardees’ 
affiliation to an appropriate Indian educational institution.  The chapter also attempts to analyze 
the disciplinary spread of fellowship research topics. 

As a result of the year-to-year changes in funding available, the number of fellowships 
available for a given year is not constant or predictable.  And even after grants have been 
awarded, for one reason or another, a recipient may choose not to accept the grant.  After 
selection by a committee in the U.S., the burden of administering the fellowships falls on Indian 
headquarters, with additional assistance and supervision by the relevant Regional Center. 

All in all, the AIIS fellowship program has proved to be most supportive of its grantees 
and is widely perceived to be an exemplary enterprise. 
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While the fellowship program is geared to the execution of research on several levels by 
individual scholars, the Language Program has from the beginning catered to teaching, usually 
of students in groups.  This represents the chief area outside individual research that the Institute 
maintains.  The AIIS Language Program is not conducted at the elementary level.  It is premised 
upon a student’s successful completion of beginning and intermediate courses at his or her own 
college or university in the U.S. 

Over the years the Institute has developed advanced training programs in several Indian 
languages.  Beginning in 1963 AIIS specialists produced grammars and readers at its Poona 
headquarters.  These capitalized to a great extent on the pioneering research on teaching Indian 
languages carried on in Poona in the 1950s with Rockefeller Foundation support.  Many 
American universities now provide instruction in Hindi, Bengali, Tamil, and other languages.  
The AIIS has developed advanced training in India for many graduates of these courses in the 
U.S. using the most up-to-date teaching and testing techniques.  Details are presented in the 
appropriate chapter below. 

In its three decades of existence, the Advanced Language Program has undergone much 
experimentation and constant re-examination under a series of dedicated American specialists.  
These American scholars join with, or are members of, the AIIS Committee on Language that 
determines the shape of, and oversees, the on-the-ground carrying out of its decisions by well-
trained Indian staff at the several centers in the field.  The ALP is constantly being improved, 
with attention to fast-changing technological marvels.  It has also experimented with different 
locales in response to such factors as desire for a unilingual environment in preference to Delhi 
or desire for a healthier monsoon site for the Hindi program than Banaras. 

The success of the Institute’s Advanced Language Program is attested to by the 
continuing vote of confidence it receives from U.S. federal funding agencies.  In addition, 
students who have been part of this ALP have succeeded in proceeding to significant research 
and teaching careers in later years in many disciplines. 

In general, the mix of constant vigilance and adherence to ever-developing improved 
pedagogy for languages in other world-areas has been carefully noted for South Asian language 
teaching in American institutions.  Competition for federal funds exists not just among budding 
South Asianists but also between them and students of other parts of the world. 

The role of fellowship granting to individuals has always been seen as primary, 
necessitating the largest outlay of available financial resources.  The Institute’s Advanced 
Language Program -- both Summer and Academic Year -- in many ways since the mid-1960s 
has supported and anticipated eventual participation in the Fellowship program.  Made possible 
by separate funding mechanisms, language training can be seen as complementary rather than 
competitive.  This has not always been true for the relationship between allocation of funds for 
the Fellowship program and for the two Research Centers.  The latter have grown in size and 
demand on finite funding resources, particularly in the 1980s and 1990s.  As a result, tension 
developed from time to time in the ranks of Trustees over what had been perceived as over-
development and disproportionately large-scale funding of the Centers to the detriment of the 
Fellowship program.  After all, it was argued, the Centers catered to a minority representation of 
disciplines: art history, archaeology, and ethnomusicology with its allied performing arts.  
Fellowships for other kinds of history, other humanistic fields, and an array of social science 
disciplines may have been reduced because of the demands of the staffing and structural and 
ever-increasing technological needs of the Centers.  With the consolidation of the Centers and all 
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other activities into a single unit at the headquarters in Gurgaon in 1999, it is anticipated that 
costs of the Centers will be reduced proportionately. 

The activities and achievements of the two Research Centers merit a few words at this 
point.  The body of the text includes a substantial chapter on each. 

In an effort to introduce the latest techniques in two major disciplines, the Institute, in 
close collaboration with Indian colleagues and with the blessing of the Government of India, has 
established its Center for Art and Archaeology (CAA) and the Archives and Research Center for 
Ethnomusicology (ARCE).  In each Center field research and documentation are supplemented 
by up-to-date computerization and highly reputed specialized library facilities open to both 
Indian and foreign scholars.  In many ways the development and maintenance of these Centers 
are a means of repaying India for the opportunities Americans have been granted for studying in 
India. 

Let me first comment on the Center for Art and Archaeology.  The American Academy 
of Benares (AAB) was established in Benares / Varanasi in 1965, and under its director, Pramod 
Chandra, it built a specialized library and began a series of research projects.  In a number of 
ways the AAB modeled its structure and activities on such European institutions as the American 
Academy in Rome founded in 1894.  When the AAB was absorbed into the American Institute 
of Indian Studies in 1969 and became the Varanasi Center for Art and Archaeology, the new 
combined Center greatly expanded the research and documentation activities first developed by 
the AAB. 

 Over the years teams of specialized photographers and draftsmen have traveled the 
length and breadth of India to photograph, measure, and draw up plans of hundreds of important 
temples and other buildings.  CAA staff have always worked with the permission, and often 
assistance, of the GOI’s Archaeological Survey of India.  Results of these often arduous 
excursions are part of a massive collection of photos, slides, and drawings that form the heart of 
the CAA’s documentation resource.  Careful description, collation, and computerization 
followed the fieldwork.  The end result is an unparalleled treasure of materials that is constantly 
being mined by eager scholars of India’s art heritage. 

Other activities have included seminars and workshops; preparation of copies of slides or 
photographs for Indian, American, or other foreign scholars’ use in their published research; 
dispatch of a duplicate set of all CAA negatives to the University of Pennsylvania so that art 
historians in the U.S. can study them; and creation of a series of publications.  By far the most 
important of these is the ongoing multi-volume Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture. 

The Institute’s second Research Center is the Archives and Research Center for 
Ethnomusicology (ARCE) established in 1982.  The goals of the ARCE are to collect recordings 
and films of the folk and classical musical and performing traditions of India’s rich cultural 
regions.  The very name chosen for the Center indicates its dual purpose.  The Archive 
constitutes the core of the Center, with its mandate to collect, catalog, preserve, and make 
accessible sound, visual, and video records and recordings of a broad array of India’s performing 
arts.  Amongst other things, the ARCE has amassed an important collection of old and fragile 
commercial 79 rpm records produced in India.  In addition, the Center has acquired copies of 
many earlier recordings made by foreign scholars in India.  In most cases these recordings had 
been taken out of India by the scholar who made them.  This ARCE effort has been developed to 
return to India copies of such recording so they are accessible to scholars working in India.  A 
further ARCE function is to collect and copy tapes, videos, and films made by visiting scholars 



Introducing the Text 

- 37 - 

 

today.  The scholar receives a complimentary copy for his or her own use and agrees to permit 
the materials to be cataloged and added to ARCE’s permanent collection. 

To facilitate cataloging and description as well as to further field research, ARCE has 
built a substantial specialized library of books and journals on the many fields that are relevant 
to ethnomusicology.  These fields include India’s classical tradition of mime and dance as well 
as folktales and documents of a host of regional and folk traditions.  The historical, 
anthropological, and linguistic components of this collection make it a valuable resource for 
many scholars.  The ARCE cooperates very closely with cultural organizations all over the 
subcontinent and through computer links with scholars all over the world.  The ARCE, with its 
high visibility and proven achievements, has become a crucial and most respected part of the 
AIIS.  As with the CAA, the ARCE is supervised by a committee in the U.S. and staffed by 
Indian technicians and scholars in India. 

The AIIS maintains a Publications Program so that its scholars can submit the results of 
their work for publication in India.  This ensures availability of this research to the Indian 
academic community.  If AIIS scholars published in America or Europe, Indian scholars and 
librarians might not be able to afford the high prices.  Dissemination of the writings of American 
scholars who have received Institute fellowships or other grants has taken place since the AIIS’s 
first publication in 1965, fittingly W. Norman Brown’s Mahimnastava.  Over the years since 
then, the AIIS has published or sponsored close to 75 books.  Of these works, some nine bring 
together contributions by AIIS grantees to research on specific fields.  In this genre are: 
American Studies in the Anthropology of India 1978; Kaladarsana: American Studies in the Art 
of India (1981); Studies of South India: An Anthology of Recent Research and Scholarship 
(1985); Studies in the Archaeology of India and Pakistan (1986); Text, Tone, and Tune (1994); 
The Idea of Rajasthan (1994). 

While this history understandably spends most of its pages describing the Institute’s 
central academic functions, attention is given to the complex structure in both India and the U.S. 
that makes this possible.  For the permanent record I describe the various officers prescribed in 
the AIIS constitution and the interplay between the American and Indian sides of the 
administrative structure.  With the exception of the American staff at U.S. headquarters who are 
salaried, the bulk of American operations is carried out by scholar-volunteers who run the 
decision-making committees.  Some expenses for travel and accommodation are offered to 
officers and committee members who may have to meet from time to time, and to Trustees for 
once-a-year meetings, but otherwise these persons volunteer their time and expertise.  The 
colleges and universities that have become institutional Members select their own 
representatives to the Board of Trustees.  In early years the Board lacked diversity, with all too 
few women and persons of South Asian origin.  That appears to have changed, and there is less 
tendency for one person to be in effect a permanent fixture on the Board. 

The Institute has enjoyed considerable growth from its original fifteen Members.  There 
were over fifty Members in 1999, with many applications in the works.  The geographic spread 
of Members has also increased.  Throughout its history the AIIS has drawn the largest number of 
Members from the Midwest.  In 1961 these were four out of fifteen, and in 1999 the Midwest 
accounted for sixteen Members out of fifty.  The North and Northeast region had three in 1961 
and eleven 1999.  Only one Member in 1961 was from the South, while later figures showed six. 
 The Mid-Atlantic number rose from two at the outset to a current eight.  The West rose from 
three to six in 1999.  The Southwest was sparsely represented with only two.  Since successful 
application is premised upon proof of a substantial academic program of Indian studies and a 
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solid faculty group, the increase in AIIS membership surely reflects a heartening spread of South 
Asian studies far beyond the traditional centers of such programs. 

The Institute thus functions to spread and indeed to spearhead studies of the subcontinent 
across the U.S.  In many cases membership in the AIIS may be followed by interest in 
participation in the institutes set up for other South Asian nations as well.  The proliferation of 
Members also is an indication of the greater number of institutions that will be able to absorb 
future graduates in teaching positions.  The AIIS thus is a crucial component in the slow but sure 
progress of South Asianists into mainstream academe. 

In addition to the Institute’s greater nationwide visibility and reputation through 
operation of its Advanced Language-Training Program, the AIIS has spread the word that it is 
ready to offer administrative assistance to scholars from non-Member institutions who come for 
research in India.  Indian headquarters is prepared to aid such scholars in obtaining visas, 
applications, or other bureaucratic matters, and such scholars are welcome to use the research 
facilities at its Centers. 

Aside from assistance to individuals, the Institute provides assistance to a number of 
American organizations.  The long experience that the Institute has had in maneuvering through 
GOI ministries is thus offered to other American agencies for a reasonable fee.  This brings in a 
modest revenue, and such assistance is much appreciated. 

While the AIIS is a private non-profit corporation, it requires the approval of the 
Government of India to operate in that nation as a recognized foreign educational institution.  As 
such, it has gained praise from many Indian government and academic bodies.  Similarly, the 
U.S. government recognizes and supports this exemplary private academic organization.  In the 
years before its founding, W. Norman Brown was keenly aware of the need to gain U.S. 
government favor and used all his well-honed powers of persuasion and his wide contacts with 
officials to set the stage for eventual establishment of the AIIS.  In the four decades of its 
operation, AIIS officers maintain constant contact with the staff of many U.S. agencies in 
Washington as well as with sympathetic and strategically placed members of the U.S. Congress. 
 Among these, U.S. Senator and former Ambassador to India, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, has long 
been a staunch friend of the Institute as recognized in March 1998 by an award the Trustees 
bestowed upon him. Another former Ambassador, Harry G. Barnes, has also contributed his long 
experience and know-how to solving many critical problems the Institute faced in the past two 
decades.  But since the 1960s the American agency that has provided the most day-to-day 
support has been the Smithsonian Institution.  Over the years it is estimated to have provided the 
lion’s share of dollar and equivalent rupee funding.  Beginning with Smithsonian Secretary S. 
Dillon Ripley in the 1960s, the agency has collaborated with the AIIS in its multifaceted 
activities.  Smithsonian officials who have been centrally involved in supporting the Institute 
have been Charles Blitzer, Kennedy Schmertz, and Francine Berkowitz.  The personal 
involvement of all these officials in close collaboration with the AIIS appears to have benefitted 
both institutions.   
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES 
 

1926 
 W. Norman Brown appointed Professor of Sanskrit at the University of Pennsylvania 
 The American Oriental Society (AOS) established the Committee on Indic and Iranian 

Studies (CIIS) 
 

1934 
 CIIS set up American School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) for linguistic and 

archaeological field work (incorporated 14 June) with W. Norman Brown as Chair and 
later as President 

 
1935 

 ASIIS carried out archaeological research at Chanhu Daro in Sind with approval of 
Government of India 

 
1939 

 World War II began, interrupting American scholarly activities in India 
 

1941-45 
 Wartime development of “area studies” concept, especially in Office of Strategic 

Services (OSS), W. Norman Brown headed India section in Washington 
 

1949 
 ACLS’ Committee on Indian and Iranian Studies added social science members and 

became ACLS-SSRC Joint Committee on Southern Asia, lasting until 1952  (revival in 
1972 as Joint Committee on South Asia) 

 Joint Committee held a major assessment conference on Southern Asia Studies in 
December, with W. Norman Brown as Chair, resulting in a survey and 10-year 
development plan 

 
1950 

 Establishment of the Fulbright Program as part of U.S. Educational Foundation in India 
with Olive I. Reddick as first Executive Secretary 

 
1953 

 Rockefeller Foundation established linguistics training at Deccan College, Poona (crucial 
step for South Asian language teaching in U.S.) 

 
1954 

 Passage of U.S. Public Law 83-480 (Agriculture Trade Development Act), resulted in 
United States ownership of much Indian currency, eventually useable for educational and 
library purposes (see years 1961 and 1962 for implementation and use of U.S. Public 
Law 83-480 rupees) 
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1955 
 Establishment of French Institute of Pondicherry (FIP) 

 
1958 

 Passage of U.S. Public Law 85-864 (National Defense Education Act - NDEA), 
providing for language and area training centers for many world areas, including South 
Asia 

 
1961 

 John F. Kennedy became U.S. President, established Peace Corps that sent many Peace 
Corps volunteers to India 

 Release of U.S. owned rupees under terms of Public Law 480 created new funding 
sources for research purposes 

 W. Norman Brown and others met in New Delhi (January) with those at the U.S. 
Embassy to explore use of Public Law 480 funds and begin negotiations with 
Government of India (GOI) 

 Planning Meeting in New York (30 April) of representatives of fifteen universities and 
colleges to work out details of proposed American Institute of Indian Studies 

 Incorporation of AIIS with fifteen institutional members (4 October) 
 First meeting of AIIS Board of Trustees in Chicago with election of W. Norman Brown 

as President, AIIS headquarters established in Philadelphia (7 October) 
 

1962 
 Beginning of U.S. Library of Congress procurement of Indian publications for, at the 

outset, twelve American research libraries, funded by Public Law 480 rupees (January) 
 GOI approved establishment of AIIS (January) 
 First Department of State funding, with rupees through Public Law 480 and Ford 

Foundation dollar funding (15 June) 
 Headquarters established at Deccan College in Poona with Dinkar D. Karve as its 

Executive Officer;  American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS) operations began, first 
Fellow arrived in August; seventeen sent in first year 

 Establishment of New Delhi branch of University of Heidelberg South Asia Institute 
(SAI) to facilitate German scholarly research in India 

 
1963 

 Regional Centers established at New Delhi and Calcutta directed by Senior Fellows, 
David Mandelbaum and Edward Dimock, respectively, with Richard Lambert at Poona 
and Milton Singer at Madras (not yet officially sanctioned as Center) 

 McCrea Hazlett became First American Resident Director in Poona 
 Indian Advisory Committee established 

 
1964 

 D. P. Pattanayak appointed Chief Linguist for AIIS to set up a program of language 
teaching and research  

 Richard Lambert became American Resident Director in Poona 
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 Dedication of AIIS in Poona followed by First Annual Meeting of Fellows (7 and 8 
February) 

 Exemption from Indian income tax for Fellows after long negotiations with GOI 
 Prime Minister Nehru died (27 May); Lal Bahadur Shastri became Prime Minister (1964-

66) 
 Donald S. Murray (University of Pennsylvania) appointed Treasurer, first of many 

influential financial positions until his death in 1990 
 

1965 
 Thomas Simons appointed American Resident Director 
 Language Committee established to oversee program with Gordon Fairbanks as Chair 
 American Academy of Benares established (affiliated with AIIS), with Pramod Chandra 

as Director 
 First AIIS-sponsored publication: W. Norman Brown’s Mahimnastrava 

 
1966 

 First Publications Committee with J. A. B. van Buitenen, Chair and Burton Stein and 
Joseph Elder, Members 

 Indira Gandhi became Prime Minister (1966-77, 1980-84) 
 

1967 
 American Institute of Ceylonese Studies (AICS) established as affiliate of AIIS; active in 

small way for four years (1967-71) 
 First National Science Foundation (NSF) grant in order to develop Regional Centers 
 First grant from U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) 

 
1968 

 Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute (SICI) established, with fellowship and library 
development components at four (later fifteen) universities in Canada - headquarters in 
New Delhi 

 Beginning of large-scale Smithsonian Institution funding with Public Law 480 rupees 
 Escalation of U.S.-Vietnam War, seen as “colonialist” by Indians 
 Deterioration of Indo-U.S. relations; Government of India clamped down on University 

of California Himalayan border regions project 
 

1969 
 Madras Regional Center formally opened upon Government of India approval (28 

January) 
 Designation of D. P. Pattanayak to become Director of Central Institute of Indian 

Languages, Mysore 
 Demise of American Academy of Benares, as such, because of non-recognition by 

Government of India 
 Timber Cove, California Conference held to assess first decade of AIIS (May) 
 GOI guidelines on research access instituted, curtailing topics for scholarly work 
 First U.S. Office of Education (OE) funding for Advanced Language Program (Hindi and 

Urdu) in New Delhi 
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1970 

 Establishment of Center for Art and Archaeology (CAA) as successor to American 
Academy of Benares (AAB) 

 Main administrative operations moved from Poona to New Delhi due to need for closer 
relations with Government of India 

 Robert J. Miller appointed American Resident Director and Pradeep Mehendiratta 
appointed Deputy Executive Officer in New Delhi (September) 

 D. D. Karve appointed Co-Director in Poona to supervise headquarters closing operations 
(September) 

 
1971 

 W. Norman Brown retired as AIIS President after ten years (30 June) 
 Ainslie Embree became second AIIS President (1 July) 
 First Reorganization Committee headed by Ralph Retzlaff 
 Pakistan civil war and secessionist movement in East Pakistan began (March) 
 Indian Army invaded East Pakistan to assist in liberation of Bangladesh from Pakistan 

(December) 
 U.S. Government “Tilt to Pakistan” angered Government of India; American South 

Asianists supported Bangladesh 
 Indo-Soviet “Treaty of Peace, Friendship, and Cooperation” exacerbated U.S.-India 

relations at height of Cold War 
 

1972 
 President Embree appointed Committee on the Future of AIIS headed by Ralph Retzlaff 
 All AIIS administrative functions shifted to New Delhi; Pradeep Mehendiratta became 

Executive Officer 
 “Indianization” resulted in abolition of American Resident Director position after Robert 

Crane’s nomination was annulled by Government of India refusal of visa. 
 Language Committee reconstituted, chaired by Edgar Polomé 
 Duplicates prepared of archival negatives at CAA for proposed dispatch to U.S., but 

Government of India refused permission to export 
 

1973 
 Edward C. Dimock, Jr. became third AIIS President (1 July) 
 D. D. Karve retired; Pradeep Mehendiratta promoted from Executive Officer to 

Officiating Director 
 Establishment of American Institute of Pakistan Studies (AIPS) with twenty-two 

institutional members 
 Cease fire in Vietnam; U.S. withdrawal 
 Daniel P. Moynihan became U.S. Ambassador (1973-75); arranged for a write-off of a 

major portion of India’s huge Public Law 480 debt, thereby improving Indo-U.S. 
Relations 

1974 
 Indian’s first nuclear testing evoked international condemnation 
 President Richard Nixon resigned 
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 Establishment of Indo-U.S. Subcommission on Education and Culture with Robert F. 
Goheen as Chair 

 
1975 

 Pradeep Mehendiratta became Director (March) 
 Death of W. Norman Brown (22 April) at age 82 
 Prime Minister Indira Gandhi declared “Emergency” (25 June 1975 to 20 March 1977) to 

forestall opposition threats to oust her from office due to alleged election irregularities 
 AIIS expressed condemnation of Emergency restrictions on academic life in India 

 
1976 

 N. Gerald Barrier became Chair of new standing Committee on Publications 
 Peace Corps in India terminated because of restrictions and anti-American sentiment; 

total of 4,413 volunteers had been sent between 1961 and 1976 
 Experiment with Hindi language program in Agra followed by session in Delhi 

 
1977 

 Establishment of Bi-National Committee (February) to supervise the Center for Art and 
Archaeology (CAA) 

 End of “Emergency” (January), Janata Party won election (20 March); Indira Gandhi 
replaced as Prime Minister by Morarji Desai 

 Robert Goheen became Ambassador to India (1977-80) 
 

1978 
 Conference held on establishment of a Council of American Overseas Research Centers 

(COARC) in February; Edward Dimock represented AIIS 
 GOI approval of AAB into CAA (24 April); GOI permission granted to export copies of 

archival negatives for duplicate collection at University of Pennsylvania 
 GOI sanctioned AIIS operation of own language programs, with expansion into several 

other languages 
 Proposal to establish research center for ethnomusicology (December) 
 Former President Ainslie T. Embree became Cultural Affairs Officer in the U.S. Embassy 

in New Delhi 
 Publication of India and Indology, a tribute to W. Norman Brown, edited by Rosane 

Rocher 
 Publication of Historical Atlas of South Asia, edited by Joseph Schwartzberg 

 
1979 

 With GOI relaxation in 1978 of restrictions on seminars, workshops, and conferences by 
foreign educational institutions, AIIS began series of six international meetings on art, 
archaeology, and ethnomusicology that continued until 1989 with substantial Ford 
Foundation support 

 Reconstitution of Committee on Publications, N. G. Barrier remained as Chair 
 Executive Committee authorized Building Fund and search for suitable land for AIIS 

headquarters in Delhi 
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 Smithsonian Institution funding enabled AIIS to begin archaeological research in 
Gujarat, Vijayanagara, and other sites, with Gregory Possehl as Committee on Art and 
Archaeology Chair (1980-85) 

 
1980 

 Transformation of U.S. NDEA area programs into National Resource Centers (NRCs) 
with nine designated for South Asian studies 

 AIIS Capital Campaign began with Richard D. Lambert, Chair of Development 
Committee, first step towards an endowment 

 Committee on Ethnomusicology established with Nazir Jairazbhoy as Chair 
 Death of D. D. Karve (5 July) 

 
1981 

 Harry G. Barnes became U.S. Ambassador to India, provided considerable assistance to 
AIIS 

 Beginning of National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) funding for various 
Institute operations 

 
1982 

 Establishment of Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) as two 
units, with Ashok Ranade in charge in Pune and Shubha Chaudhuri in New Delhi 

 Bi-National Committee expanded to cover ARCE as well as CAA 
 Introduction of new techniques for screening, testing, and competency-training of 

participants in AIIS language programs 
 Ford Foundation provided start-up and maintenance funding for ARCE 

 
1983 

 Smithsonian establishment of “Forward Fund,” ultimately amounting to $7,200,000 in 
rupees, that later functioned as AIIS endowment 

 President Dimock’s term interrupted by illness, Frank Conlon (Chair of Board of 
Trustees) and Frederick M. Asher (Trustee, University of Minnesota) jointly assumed his 
responsibilities (March) 

 Director Mehendiratta suffered heart attack while visiting U.S. (November) 
 Publication of first volume of Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture (EITA), 

edited by Michael Meister 
 

1984 
 Assassination of Indira Gandhi (31 October), succeeded as Prime Minister by her son 

Rajiv Gandhi until 1989 
 Committee on Research Access set up with Paul Brass as Chair, protesting GOI 

restrictions on visas for scholars and their choice of research topic 
 
 

1985 
 Frederick M. Asher became AIIS Treasurer, succeeding Donald Murray 
 “Festival of India” in U.S. with many AIIS-sponsored cultural performances 
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 Daniel Neuman appointed Chair of Committee on Ethnomusicology, served until 1993 
 

1986 
 Joseph W. Elder became fourth AIIS President (1 July) 
 AIIS Hindi-Urdu Language Program moved to Varanasi 
 Pradeep Mehendiratta was injured and temporarily missing during hijacking at the 

Karachi Airport (September) on his way to U.S. to attend AIIS Executive Committee 
meeting 

 Rosane Rocher became Chair of Language Committee 
 ARCE international seminar on “Text, Tone, and Tune” in New Delhi (26 December 

1986 - 1 January 1987) 
 

1987 
 U.S.-India Rupee Fund for Cultural, Educational, and Scientific Cooperation Agreement, 

“Barnes Fund” signed (7 January), marking the end of Public Law 480 rupee availability 
 ARCE Pune unit moved to New Delhi 
 Ford Foundation granted funds for a collection of books on India by Americans to be sent 

to India for exhibition 
 

1988 
 Reconstitution of Committee on Development, with former President Edward C. Dimock, 

Jr. to develop long-term funding strategy 
 

1989 
 Establishment of American Institute of Bangladesh Studies (AIBS) with Craig Baxter as 

President 
 

1990 
 Catherine Asher became CAA Chair 
 Herman Van Olphen became Chair of Language Committee 
 U.S. Congress approved Public Law 101-512 (Smithsonian Institution Fiscal Year 1991 

Appropriations Act) permitting special foreign currency funds previously appropriated to 
the AIIS to be invested in India by the U.S. Embassy in interest-bearing accounts to 
support ongoing programs of the AIIS (5 November) 

 Death of Donald Murray (4 December) 
 End of U.S.S.R. and Cold War improved U.S.-Indo relations 

 
1991 

 Near and Middle East Research and Training Act (NMERTA) provided new source of 
federal funding that channeled dollars for AIIS through U.S. Information Agency (USIA) 

 
 

1992 
 Publication of A Gift of Tamil edited by Norman A. Cutler and Paula A. Richman to 

honor AIIS Tamil teacher K. Paramasivam 
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1993 
 Publications Committee dissolved (March) 
 Decision to purchase land in Gurgaon, Haryana State, for headquarters building (March) 
 Agreement reached with Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts (IGNCA) to co-

publish several volumes of the EITA 
 Bonnie Wade became Chair of Committee on Ethnomusicology 
 Department of Education began substantial grants for AIIS Language Program 

 
1994 

 Foundation Stone Laying Ceremony for headquarters building held in Gurgaon (January) 
 Pradeep R. Mehendiratta became Director General (March) 
 Frederick M. Asher became fifth AIIS President and Ralph W. Nicholas became 

Treasurer (1 July) 
 

1995 
 Establishment of American Institute for Sri Lanka Studies (AISLS) 
 Anthony Seeger succeeded Bonnie Wade as Chair of Committee on Ethnomusicology 

(April) 
 

1996 
 NMERTA continued to provide funds for AIIS through USIA 
 Termination of Indo-U.S. Subcommission on Education and Culture 

 
1997 

 End of rupee funding for AIIS operations 
 Susan Wadley became Chair of reconstituted Publications Committee, that first met in 

October 
 Surendra Gambhir became Chair of Language Committee 

 
1998 

 Inauguration of AIIS Headquarters Building in Gurgaon (February); planned move of 
CAA from Varanasi to Gurgaon between October and December 

 AIIS presented awards to former Ambassadors Patrick Moynihan and Harry G. Barnes, 
as well as to Elizabeth Moynihan, Francine Berkowitz, and Charles Blitzer, in 
recognition of their service to the Institute (26 March) 

 Planned move of Hindi Summer Language Program from Varanasi to Udaipur (Rajasthan 
State) on a trial basis, with possible later move of Hindi year-long Advanced Language-
Training Program to Udaipur 

 Indian universities began to demand affiliation fees for Institute Fellows 
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CHAPTER I.   FOUNDING THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES (AIIS) 
 
I. A. ASPECTS OF INDIC STUDIES:  1918-48 

1. Introduction 
Throughout the 19th and early 20th century the study of ancient Greek and Roman 

civilizations and their languages played major roles in U.S. colleges and universities.  To enable 
American scholars to pursue advanced studies in those Mediterranean civilizations, the 
American School of Classical Studies in Athens was founded in 1881, followed by the American 
Academy in Rome in 1894.  With small specialized libraries and on-location staffs, these 
overseas research centers played crucial roles in advancing the study of Greek and Roman 
civilizations in U.S. higher education.  During those same years, with little interest or knowledge 
in the United States of South Asian civilizations, no serious thought was given to establishing an 
overseas research center in South Asia to study the classical civilizations of Iran and India or the 
Avestan, Pahlavi, Vedic, or Sanskrit languages. 

The interwar years from 1918 to 1939 saw an increase in general American 
consciousness of India.  Foreign correspondents and the rapidly developing media of still and 
motion picture photography brought Americans words and pictures of India’s struggle for 
independence from British rule.  Americans were particularly fascinated with the personality and 
strategies of Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi, the Mahatma [“Great Soul”] who had developed 
his powerful techniques of non-violent resistance and civil disobedience in many years of 
fighting for civil rights in British-ruled South Africa at the turn of the century.  A small number 
of Indians who had visited or come to settle in the United States in the first quarter of the 
twentieth century used America as a sympathetic base from which to promote the nationalist 
cause. 

North American academic work in Indian studies in the period between the world wars 
was carried on primarily by scholar-missionaries resident in India for extended periods, and to a 
lesser extent by a small number of researchers, representing both the humanities and social 
sciences, who made briefer visits. 

“Scholar-missionaries” were persons with advanced degrees mainly in religion or 
theology who went to India to teach in a church-run college or school or work in a mission 
station.  The number of Americans so involved were probably less than a hundred out of the 
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several thousand American missionaries who worked in India in the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. 

A surprising number of North American scholars managed to visit India and Ceylon for 
research during this period, even during the Depression.  They included James B. Pratt, a 
philosopher from Williams College who made three trips to India in the course of studying 
Buddhism and its place of origin.  He was there in 1913-14, 1923-24, and 1931-32.1  Helen 
Moore Johnson, who became an accomplished scholar of Jainism, had four research trips to 
western India over a period of more than thirty years.  Quaker political scientist, William T. 
Hull, spent a year gathering materials for his book, India’s Political Crisis, that covered the 
period 1927-29.  In 1934 the philosopher George P. Conger made the first of his three research 
visits to India.  Sanskritist Franklin Edgerton first went to India in 1926-27 and then, with his 
wife Eleanor, stayed there for the year 1938 described for us in her book A Year in Benares 
(1980).  W. Norman Brown carried on a variety of research and teaching in India in 1922-24, 
1928-29, and 1934-35 prior to World War II.  Brown’s half-brother, John Clark Archer, 
professor of comparative religion at Yale, was at Khalsa College, Amritsar in 1937 researching 
his book on the Sikhs.2    

In 1935 Murray Emeneau began his three-year linguistic investigation in the Nilgiri Hills, 
and in 1937-38 David Mandelbaum followed him to the same area for ethnographic work.  
Meanwhile, historian Holden Furber had explored colonial archives in Southeast Asia and 
Ceylon in 1934 and then spent 1936-37 locating historical source materials in many parts of 
India.  In 1939 the anthropologist Dorothy Spencer went to Chota Nagpur to work on the Munda 
tribes.  She was supported by funding from the American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS), 
the American Philosophical Society, and the University of Pennsylvania.  After Sanskritist 
Horace Poleman was appointed in late 1938 to be the first Indic specialist at the Library of 
Congress, he was sent to India for a year (1939-40) on an acquisitions trip that included locating 
and microfilming Sanskrit manuscripts.3 

The interwar years of increasing academic involvement with South Asia merit further 
attention.  Suffice it to say here that much of what we have now in the way of South Asian 
studies in North America had its roots in this key period, in terms of organizations, men involved 
(with one or two exceptions, women came later), and interests broadened from the classical 
studies of earlier generations. 

 
2. W. Norman Brown’s Training, Vision, and Leadership 
Against this backdrop of more than a century of proselytizing and scholarly missionary 

activity in India, against a background of Indological studies at a few American universities, and 
with low-key but increasing consciousness of India among the general public, one man took his 
own experience as the son of missionaries in India, his own knowledge of modern India and 
sympathy for the nationalist cause, and his professional training as an Indologist, and united 
these elements into a multi-faceted academic approach to the subcontinent. 

This man was W. Norman Brown, born in 1892 in Baltimore, Maryland.  According to 
Rosane Rocher’s biographical sketch of Brown (from which I take many of the following 
details)4 his father, George William Brown, tried farming and then running a small grocery store 
before deciding on a teaching and missionary career that would take him and his family to India 
in 1900.  Norman Brown was then eight and spent the following five formative years in India 
learning Hindi and experiencing life in a central Indian town until he was thirteen. His schooling 
was completed in the U.S., and he entered Johns Hopkins University in 1909, where by that time 
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his father also was a student, finishing a Ph.D. in Indology that he had worked at during his 
missionary home leaves.5  By 1916 the younger Brown had his own Ph.D., having studied 
comparative philology and devoured all the courses on Sanskrit and Indology offered by the 
renowned Maurice Bloomfield.  After postdoctoral fellowships in Sanskrit at the University of 
Pennsylvania and Johns Hopkins -- punctuated by a stint in U.S. Naval Intelligence in 
Washington during the First World War -- Brown returned to India in 1922 to study with a 
pandit in Banaras, and then to teach English in the Prince of Wales College in Jammu. 

When Brown returned from India in 1924, he could not find a teaching position in 
Sanskrit; so he took a job with the alumni organization of his alma mater, Johns Hopkins 
University.  His task was to produce a directory of alumni and contact these persons for a fund-
raising drive.  Perhaps this was where he learned skills he put to good use many times in later 
years.  During this period, 1924-26, Johns Hopkins gave him the status of Fellow and Associate 
in Sanskrit.6  In 1926 Brown suddenly found himself recommended by his erstwhile teacher, 
Franklin Edgerton, for the newly-created Chair of Sanskrit at the University of Pennsylvania.  
Edgerton, himself a student and teacher at Johns Hopkins, had taught Sanskrit at Penn since 
1916.  However, when Edward Washburn Hopkins retired from Yale, this most prestigious 
Sanskrit position in the U.S. was offered to Edgerton who accepted.  Brown’s patient waiting in 
the wings had paid off.  After years of preparation in America and India, and with a wealth of 
experience in various lines of work, W. Norman Brown, at thirty-four years of age, stepped into 
the position that was to be his for the next forty years. 

 
3. Towards an American “School” in India 
Given the many roles that W. Norman Brown would play in the coming years in the 

movement from Indology to broad-based South Asian studies in America, it has been necessary 
to outline his background and early career at this point.  Let us now turn to the various American 
scholarly organizations that contributed to the broadening of academic concerns with India, and 
to the development out of the classical textual and philological preoccupation with Sanskrit and 
allied studies. 

The first such attempt was made by the Archaeological Institute of America in the early 
1920s.  Putting this into context, we may recall that with the appointment in 1901 of Sir John 
Marshall as Director General of the Archaeological Survey of India, the first two decades of the 
20th century saw an increase in exploration and excavation using increasingly sophisticated 
techniques against a backdrop of intensive advanced work in Mesopotamia and Egypt.  Despite 
financial and other difficulties occasioned by the First World War, field work up and down the 
Indus river valley began to produce hints of the existence of an ancient and extensive culture in 
India.  In 1922 seals found in Mohenjo Daro in Sind proved to be similar to some found earlier 
in the Punjab site of Harappa, several hundred miles to the north.  Marshall and the 
Archaeological Survey proceeded to do systematic excavation in Mohenjo Daro from 1924 to 
1927, and a whole new chapter of Indian history and culture was opened. 

Reports of the increased activity and exciting finds in the Indus Valley whetted the 
interest of officers of the Archaeological Institute of America and must have prompted them to 
propose extending their focus to India.7  Pending further research, support for this is clear from a 
letter on 6 September 1922 from the AIA President, R. V. D. Magoffin of Johns Hopkins 
University, to W. Norman Brown (then a Fellow at Johns Hopkins) that stated: 
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It is the intention of the Institute to raise an endowment fund with 
which it is hoped that an American School of Classical Studies 
may be established in India.  The School will be formed on the 
same plan as the four we already have in Santa Fe, Rome, Athens 
and Jerusalem.  As we have always worked hand-in-hand with the 
British archaeological schools . . . I can say that we will be able to 
meet any of the restrictions which there may be locally and will 
hope to cooperate with the British as we have always done in the 
past. 
 

Magoffin prefaced this statement by telling Brown: 
 
I take pleasure in authorizing you herewith to act as representative 
of the Archaeological Institute of America in India. 

 
And he concluded his letter: 
 

May I ask you to make what enquiries you can both in regard to 
the best place for an archaeological school to be stationed, and also 
to get all information relative thereto.8 

 
Armed with this additional charge and responsibility, W. Norman Brown had gone off to 

India in 1922 for two years to study with a pandit in Banaras and to teach English at the Prince 
of Wales College in Jammu. 

This interchange appears to be the first time that an American “school” in India has been 
proposed, and significantly it was W. Norman Brown who was chosen to investigate its possible 
establishment.  While no documentation has yet been found of Brown’s actions in India, or 
contacts on behalf of the AIA, or indeed of any report he may have made to that agency, it is 
clear that from 1922 on W. Norman Brown was actively engaged in the effort to set up an 
American research center in India. 

By 1924 Brown was back in the United States, without a teaching job; so, as mentioned 
above, he spent two years at Johns Hopkins working on its alumni directory.  In 1926 he was 
given the Sanskrit professorship at the University of Pennsylvania.  Now, secure in his Chair at 
Penn, Brown was able to involve himself enthusiastically in the development of Indic studies at 
home and American research in India.  As an active member of the American Oriental Society 
(AOS), he was immediately appointed editor for India of the AOS’ Journal.  By the end of 1926 
the AOS chose Brown to be Chair of  “...an AOS Committee on the establishment of an 
American School of Indo-Iranian Research.”9  The other members of the group were to be 
Franklin Edgerton (Yale), A. V. Williams Jackson (Columbia), Berthold Laufer (Field Museum, 
Chicago), and C. J. Ogden (AOS Corresponding Secretary).  This letter of appointment (29 
December 1926) stated that the AOS “wants to act independently of the AIA and yet in harmony 
with them.”  The draft text of a resolution sent to the AOS’ General Education Board is 
appended to the letter stating:  Voted: That the American Oriental Society by its Executive 
Committee give its hearty approval to the undertaking by Americans of archaeological research 
in India, Iran, Central Asia, and that it request the General Education Board to endorse the 
establishment of an American School of Indo-Iranian Research with headquarters in India and to 
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grant such a subvention as will enable Americans to begin this archaeological work in the near 
future in cooperation with the Archaeological Survey of India. 
   That the Archaeological Institute of America remained involved for a while longer was 
clear from a letter (7 March 1927) from AIA President Magoffin to James Montgomery, AIA 
representative and Chair of the managing committee of the American School in Jerusalem, and 
by then a colleague of Brown’s at Penn. Magoffin wrote: 
 

I am glad to know that you have Dr. W. Norman Brown on the 
program of the American Oriental Society.  He talks very 
forcefully indeed.  I have asked a certain foundation for money 
enough to make a preliminary archaeological survey to last a year 
in India...India looks like a splendid field.10 
 

In 1928 the general AIA-AOS plan to establish an American “school” in India was 
submitted to the American Council of Learned Societies’ Advisory Board with a formal request 
from the AOS for support.  The program adopted by the AOS Board of Directors was as follows: 

 
1. An American School of Indo-Iranian Research should be founded with 

headquarters in India. 
2. The scope of research conducted under the school’s auspices should be as 

wide as possible...whether it be literary, linguistic, historical, economic, 
anthropological, ethnological, archaeological, or any others. 

3. Geographically the activities of the School should at first be practically 
confined to India... gradually extended so as to cover all the regions 
connected with, or affected by, the culture of India and Iran. 

4. Provision should be made for periodically bringing American scholars and 
students to the School to work in the Orient under its auspices... 

5. The School should be provided with adequate native assistance, consisting 
of pandits, sastris, maulvis, copyists, and others as needed, to assist 
scholars in their work, and with any needed mechanical equipment, such 
as phonographs. 

6. Provision should be made for publishing the results of research... 
 

The AOS Committee had secured support from the eight American universities that at 
that time maintained departments of Indic or Iranian study (Harvard, Yale, Columbia, Princeton, 
Pennsylvania, Johns Hopkins, Chicago, Cal-Berkeley) with pledges of annual contributions 
varying from $100 to $250, totaling $1,700.  These were reported to be equal to the contributions 
of the same universities to other American schools abroad.11 

    After receiving the highly specific 110-page AOS document, the ACLS Board adopted 
the following report: 
 

The plan of the undertaking contains no new features; it is 
the same plan which was carried out, with complete success, in the 
establishment of the American Schools in Athens, Rome, 
Jerusalem, and Baghdad. 
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An American School of Research in India would, 
unquestionably, be of great advantage to Indo-Iranian studies, both 
here and abroad....The way is open for the establishment of such a 
school.  Everything is provided for, or within easy reach, except 
the necessary financial support.  The experience of these other 
schools shows that the support which can be obtained from annual 
contributions from American institutions and patrons, and from 
occasional gifts, is very certain to be inadequate.  

A School of Indo-Iranian studies would probably fare even 
worse than the others have fared.  The [proposed] budget could 
hardly be reduced.12 

 
After approving the formal request and endorsing the AOS project for the establishment 

of an American School of Indo-Iranian Research in India, the ACLS Advisory Board called a 
small conference in New York on 7 December 1929, “...to discuss practical measures for the 
organization, management, and inauguration of the school.”13 

Included in the statement prepared for the ACLS conference, the AOS committee 
reported that it had “...secured through the Department of State in Washington and the American 
Embassy in London, a statement respecting the attitude of the [then British] Government of India 
on the establishment of the school. This statement, issued by the Foreign Office, said that: 

 
...the Government of India welcome the proposal on the 
understanding, firstly, that the school and its workers will abstain 
from all forms of local political activity, and secondly, that the 
Government of India are not required to make financial 
contribution towards its establishment or maintenance....The 
Government of India are of opinion that a school is likely to be of 
the greatest value to oriental research in India not merely by virtue 
of what it may itself achieve but by virtue also of the effect it may 
have in raising the general standard of scientific work. 

While the Government of India will appreciate cooperation 
on the part of the school in the matter of archaeological 
excavation, ....this question is now under careful consideration 
and....it is hoped shortly to introduce fresh legislation to regulate 
such excavation.  In the meantime, should the school wish to 
excavate in any of the Indian [Princely] States, it would have to 
make arrangements with the Durbars concerned, which would lay 
down their own conditions.14 

 
One result of the 1929 ACLS conference in New York was that the Committee on the 

Establishment of an American School of Indo-Iranian Research was transferred in 1930 from the 
AOS to the ACLS and became the Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies (CIIS).  Thus, as the 
CLS report put it: 

This broadens the Committee’s interests and makes it possible to 
assume responsibility for the general development and promotion 
of Indic and Iranian studies in this country.  It...becomes one of the 
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standing development committees of the Council.  But it does not 
give up promotion of the School.15 

 
 With W. Norman Brown as Chair, the Committee was charged with taking the necessary 
steps to organize and incorporate an “American School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS).”16  
The School was incorporated in the District of Columbia on 14 June 1934; its Board of Trustees 
held their first meeting in Philadelphia on 15 June 1934 and elected W. Norman Brown as Chair. 
 He was later designated President of the School.  Of the nine board members, six were 
holdovers from the 1929 organizing committee;17 the three new members were Horace Jayne, 
Director of the University of Pennsylvania Museum; Truman Michelson, a linguist at the 
Smithsonian’s Bureau of American Ethnology who had been trained as a Sanskritist; and 
Mortimer Graves, Administrative Secretary of the ACLS who, as ACLS staff member, was 
associated with Brown for three decades in similar enterprises.  This appears to be the first time 
the Smithsonian Institution was involved with Indic studies, a relationship that became very 
close after 1961 when the American School of Indic and Iranian Studies was reincarnated as the 
American Institute of Indian Studies.  At that time the Certificate of Incorporation and the 
Bylaws of the ASIIS were actually used as the model upon which the AIIS legal documents were 
based. 

The incorporation of the ASIIS spurred activity, even as the Great Depression dampened 
spirits, made teaching jobs scarce, and threatened funding for research.  In 1934, after 
representation from many academic bodies in India, Great Britain, and the U.S., the Government 
of India finally removed its restrictions on archaeological excavation by foreign and private 
agencies.  This made it possible for archaeologists all over the world to contemplate joining in 
the exciting excavations in the Indus Valley where results of Sir John Marshall’s work from 
1924 to 1927 were slowly being publicized.  Marshall himself estimated that at the rate of 
progress in the 1920s it would take 500 years for systematic excavation of all known sites in 
India!18  In the decade since evidence of the Indus Valley Civilization forced radical re-
evaluation of India’s history, archaeologists, Indologists, and other scholars had become eager to 
participate in further discoveries of this enticing stratum of Indian history. 

At the first Board of Trustees’ Meeting of the new ASIIS, W. Norman Brown, the Chair, 
reported correspondence and conversations with the authorities of several American museums 
respecting the organization and financing of a cooperative enterprise in excavating a site in the 
Indus Valley.  He presented a promise from the Museum of Fine Arts of Boston, Massachusetts 
to provide funds for such an excavation if a concession should be secured by the School.19 

The Board then voted “to authorize the President of the School [W. Norman Brown] to 
negotiate in the name of the School with the proper authorities in England and India for securing 
a concession to excavate in the Indus Valley...[and] that the President be authorized to conclude 
in the name of the School, arrangements for one season with the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston 
for an enterprise in excavating a site in the Indus Valley...”20 
Thus, as Brown relates: 
 

...the first agency to operate under the new provisions of the 
amended Ancient Monuments Act was the American School of 
Indic and Iranian Studies, which secured a concession for the site 
of Chanhu-Daro in Sind, and excavated for a year (1935 - 36) on 
funds provided by the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.21 
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 Brown noted later that: 

 
...the American Philosophical Society, the University of 
Pennsylvania Museum, and the Cleveland Museum of Art, were 
willing to contribute to the cost of a second season’s work, but 
they were not able to provide all the money needed.22 

 
While a second season was not possible in the 1930s, an important beginning had been 

made in American archaeological involvement in the subcontinent, an engagement that 
continued in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.  As of the mid-thirties, however, the ASIIS had not set 
up its hoped-for headquarters in the field. 

W. Norman Brown had spent year-long periods of research -- 1929-2923 and 1934-35 -- 
in India, using the occasions to push his and his colleagues’ dreams of an American research 
institution in India.  In a draft statement apparently for a publicity brochure sometime in 1934 
(no exact date was given) Brown wrote that: 

 
...the headquarters of the school should at first be in Benares, the 
center of Hindu culture, and it is likely that they will remain there. 
 It is not proposed to buy or build at the start, but rather to rent 
such accommodation as may be needed.24 

 
Brown also had a commercial artist in Baltimore prepare mock-ups of publicity 

brochures illustrated with line-drawings of stupas, architectural details and the like.25 
One suggested cover is rendered.  This was to accompany a proposal to be submitted by the 
American Council of Learned Societies, Washington, D. C. with the collaboration of the 
University of California, Carleton College, Columbia University, Dartmouth College, Hartford 
Theological Seminary, Harvard University, Johns Hopkins University, University of 
Pennsylvania, The University Museum (Philadelphia), Princeton University, and Yale 
University. 
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Illustration 3 
Draft cover of Application for an American School of Indic and Iranian Studies  (circa 1934) 
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Ever the optimist, W. Norman Brown wrote in 1938 that: 
 

At some time the School will establish headquarters in Benares, 
where it will serve as a center of training for younger American 
scholars, provide a radial point for the use of Americans 
conducting humanistic research in India, and participate in re-
evaluation of Indic culture which the Indians are making for 
themselves.26 

 
Plans for setting up research headquarters in India were then interrupted by World War II 

(1939-45).  They were re-activated at a Philadelphia conference (2-4 December 1949) sponsored 
by the ACLS-SSRC Joint Committee on Southern Asia itself, established in April 1949 as the 
successor to the ACLS’ Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies.  This conference will be treated 
in detail below. 

 
4. Establishment of Library of Congress Indic Section: 1939 
One more pivotal pre-war move remains to be noted before we look at the impact of 

World War II on American academic study of South Asia and its practitioners.  Another effort of 
the Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies (CIIS) chaired by Norman Brown resulted in the 
establishment of an Indic section within the U.S. Library of Congress (LC) in Washington.27  In 
November 1938 LC hired Horace Poleman, a young Sanskritist who had taken a Ph.D. at Penn 
under Brown, to be a collection development specialist.  With initial financial backing from the 
Carnegie Corporation, Poleman’s job was to develop for LC an acquisitions program of both 
modern and classical publications from the subcontinent.  He was sent to India for a year (1939-
40) to collect social science and historical materials as well as manuscripts and texts in all the 
humanities and in all languages.  Government documents and legal materials were already 
covered pretty well through a long-standing official exchange agreement.  Poleman, with the 
encouragement of the CIIS, thus laid the groundwork for the postwar massive collection effort 
under LC auspices - the so-called PL 490 acquisitions program.  When World War II impeded 
normal acquisitions channels, LC continued to receive a substantial flow of published materials 
collected by procurement officers attached to the U.S. Office of Strategic Services’ (OSS) 
Detachment 303 stationed in New Delhi.  This little-known, unheralded effort contributed 
significantly to the U.S. national resource base for South Asian studies today. 

 
5. Wartime Opportunities for Indic Studies: 1941-45 
World War II was a period of transition from traditional Indology to broad-ranging South 

Asian studies programs, studies that engaged social scientists and humanists and now included 
other professional fields such as law and medicine.  World War II led to increased American 
study of India in two ways.  First, it uncovered the United States’ abysmal ignorance and 
scholarly lack of concern for most of the world other than Western Europe: and awareness of this 
ignorance and thereby stimulated crash programs for dispelling Americans’ ignorance of many 
world areas, including the Indian subcontinent.  In this effort U.S. government agencies were 
able to identify and co-opt into service most of the small number of Americans with specialized 
South Asian knowledge.  Second, the war took upwards of 100,000 Americans to South Asia 
between 1942 and 1945.  From this experience came many of the first generation of South 
Asianist scholars. 
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It is strange to remember the early 1940s when the United States, alone among the major 
powers, was untouched on its home ground by the raging world-wide war -- until December 7th 
1941.  Pearl Harbor brought about rapid and all-encompassing mobilization.  Sea-lanes to U.S. 
shores were no longer safe; submarines threatened both coasts.  Americans accepted rationing of 
gasoline, sugar, meat, and shoes.  Normal life was disrupted on all sides and supplanted by a 
pervasive sense of urgency and foreboding.  Campus life changed overnight, stripped of most 
young males who went off by the thousands to boot camp and then to war.  The war also came to 
the campus with a need to train officers and a host of military specialists demanded by the 
nation’s sudden involvement with most of the world - a world of which most Americans were 
disgracefully ignorant and which the nation had kept at arm’s length during and after the Great 
Depression by its isolationist demeanor.  Universities started teaching relevant courses -- 
specially designed French or Italian “for national service” for example -- or played host to 
special crash programs to teach the new “enemy language” Japanese under contract to the army 
or navy.  On many campuses where some semblance of international studies had been developed 
in the 1930s (in East Asian, Russian, or Indological studies) Army Specialized Training 
Programs (ASTP) made a sudden appearance with their complement of khaki-clad students.  For 
India, this meant rapid re-tooling of linguists at the University of Pennsylvania to teach Hindi, 
Urdu, and Bengali, accompanied by capsule segments on India’s history, culture, and politics.  
Anticipation of eventual military success and the subsequent possibility of military occupation 
and government brought about the establishment of Civil Affairs Training Schools (CATS) for 
most parts of the world.  Having been caught napping once, the United States now intended to be 
prepared.  Even those countries such as India that the U.S. Army might use as transit to the 
major fronts became the subject of language and area study. 

So it was that Henry Hoenigswald -- an Indo-Europeanist and a linguist -- devised ways 
at the University of Pennsylvania to teach Hindi and prepare for the Army a “Manual of 
Hindustani” with useful words and phrases and some elementary grammar.  The manual, in 
Roman script with phonetic notations, was accompanied by some of the fragile gramophone 
records of the day.  The military students “received a general introduction to Indian cultural 
history and political circumstances” based on an unpublished book written by W. Norman 
Brown in the thirties.  Eventually the book appeared as The United States and India and Pakistan 
and went through three editions.28  

While Pennsylvania was undoubtedly chosen as the locus of the military’s India program 
because of Norman Brown’s reputation, even then, for blending ancient and modern interests, 
Brown himself was in Washington for the duration of the war.  Starting off in the Office of the 
Coordinator of Information (COI) created on 11 July 1941 by President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
and headed by General William J. Donovan, Brown found himself in mid-1942 in its successor 
organization, the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), established on 13 June 1942.  There he 
headed the India Section within the British Empire Division of the Research and Analysis 
Branch and eventually joined the top-level OSS Planning Staff.  (That the “old boy network” 
was at work in getting the OSS underway is clear from the fact that the head of the British 
Empire Division, Conyers Read, a Penn professor of history, was the person who recruited his 
colleague, Brown).  Brown assembled an India staff that included Holden Furber, a British 
Empire historian from the University of Texas, and for a while the economic historian Daniel 
Thorner.  Both Furber and Thorner were later to join Brown back at the University of 
Pennsylvania after the war in the fledgling South Asia department. 
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Among other academics whose South Asianist careers were developed in the wartime 
OSS by being stationed in South Asia were David Mandelbaum (who had done field work in 
India before the war), Cora DuBois, Olive Reddick, Robert Crane, Joan Bondurant and myself.  
The Army, Navy and other organizations such as the Foreign Economic Administration (FEA) 
provided overseas experience to future leading South Asianists such as Richard Park, Richard 
Lambert, Marshall Windmiller, Phillips Talbot, McKim Marriott, and Daniel Thorner (after his 
stint with the Coordinator of Information -- later to become the OSS -- in Washington, Thorner 
went to the U.S. Foreign Economic Administration office in New Delhi). 

Wartime needs, experience, and contacts in Washington as well as overseas thus played a 
crucial role in laying the foundation for the postwar development of South Asian studies as a 
new field within International Studies as a whole.  In particular, Norman Brown’s experience in 
the OSS headquarters in Washington, first in the British Empire section of the Research and 
Analysis Branch and later in the top level Planning Staff, gave him intimate involvement with 
American policies and actions regarding India.  Brown became more and more convinced that 
the teaching of South Asian languages and current affairs must be routinely included in 
American higher education, not addressed only in times of crisis. 

 
6. A Postwar Prelude to South Asian Studies: 1946-48 
Five years of campus mobilization to support a myriad government needs had several 

significant results.  In Robert McCaughey’s words: 
 
Not the least agreeable aspect of this wartime partnership was the 
underwriting by the federal government of university activities that 
could not otherwise have been sustained....Indeed, as the war 
reached its final stages, not a few private university administrators 
who had earlier opposed federal aid to higher education came to 
conclude that only through a continuation of federal support could 
private universities hope to resume their prewar functions as 
institutions for civilian instruction and disinterested scholarship 
and research.29 

 
The GI Bill (Public Law 78-346, the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944) helped to 

finance graduate students, and the Fulbright Act of 1946 (Public Law 79-584, amended 1948) 
provided overseas research opportunities for graduate students and advanced scholars.  However, 
direct federal support to establish international studies programs on U.S. campuses faced severe 
budgetary obstacles because they would attract undoubtedly limited enrollments and would 
never be self-sustaining.  This is where the great philanthropic foundations took their place as 
crucial support for these new programs.  The Rockefeller Foundation had been the major 
supporter of such international studies programs as existed in the 1930s, continuing some aid 
throughout the war.  In 1946 the Carnegie Corporation of New York, which had not till then 
evinced much interest in international studies, decided to make a commitment to help “‘make the 
country more literate and more emotionally mature in international affairs’ [and] in 1947 
Carnegie made grants for international studies to a dozen universities.”30 

One of W. Norman Brown’s colleagues during the war when he became a member of the 
OSS Planning Staff, was John W. Gardner.  By 1947 Gardner had become Vice-President of the 
Carnegie Corporation and an enthusiast for implementing the foundation’s newly announced 
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commitment to international studies.  On 17 July 1947 President George McClelland of the 
University of Pennsylvania wrote to Gardner requesting: 

 
...consideration by the Carnegie Corporation of a Program of 
Indian and Related Asian Studies which we desire to see 
established...31  

 
Gardner advised Brown on 13 August 1947 that: 

 
We have reached a favorable decision with respect to the India 
program at the University of Pennsylvania.32 

 
After the University of Pennsylvania negotiated further details with Carnegie, the new 

Department of South Asia Regional Studies opened its doors in September 1948, with W. 
Norman Brown as Chair.  In addition to Penn, Cornell University received a Carnegie grant for 
South Asian studies that was to be a part of a larger Asian program. 

The needs of war were many: the use of India as a major base from which to stem the 
Japanese military tide, the assembling of dozens of academics in the remarkable and close-knit 
OSS both at home and overseas, the mobilization of campuses for language and subject training -
- in effect, the birth of “area studies” -- let to the transition, at least at Pennsylvania, from 
predominantly classical Indological emphases to broad-based South Asian studies that blended 
humanistic and social science concerns as they focused on the subcontinent.  And the central 
figure in prewar preparation for this and in wartime synthesizing of whatever South Asianist 
expertise could be uncovered and coordinated in America, followed by postwar adaptation of 
this experience to the peacetime campus, was the enterprising Sanskritist, W. Norman Brown. 

 
ENDNOTES,  I. A. 

Note:  I am indebted to the ACLS-SSRC Joint Committee on South Asia for research grants in 
1986 and 1987 that made it possible for me to gather materials for this history of South Asian 
studies in North America.  My thanks go to Joan L. Erdman of Columbia College, Chicago, for a 
careful reading and critique of the original draft of this chapter.  I have incorporated many of her 
helpful editorial suggestions. 

Some of W. Norman Brown’s correspondence, unpublished memos, and a variety of 
other documents were in various files at the University of Pennsylvania Library and at the office 
of the Department of South Asia Regional Studies.  Some, but not all, of these papers, many of 
which I was able to see in April 1988, have been organized into an archive within the University 
of Pennsylvania Archives, and there is now satisfactory access to them.  I am grateful for 
permission to examine and photocopy many of these in July 1993.  The note “WNB Papers” 
refers to those papers seen and used prior to their deposit in the University of Pennsylvania 
Archives. 
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CHAPTER I.  FOUNDING THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES (AIIS) 
 
I. B. FROM AMERICAN “SCHOOL” TO AMERICAN “INSTITUTE”: 1946-61 

1. Activities of the Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies: 1946-49 
The American School for Indo-Iranian Research proposed in 1926 became a legal reality 

on 14 June 1934 with the name American School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) and with 
W. Norman Brown as its President.  After its accomplishment in carrying out the Chanhu Daro 
excavations in 1935-36, the School itself was put on hold because of lack of further funding and 
then because of the outbreak of World War II in 1939.  However, its sponsor, the American 
Council of Learned Societies’ standing Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies (CIIS), 
continued activities of various kinds.  Between 1936 and 1940 it supported ethnographic and 
linguistic research in India by Murray Emaneau, David Mandelbaum, and Dorothy Spencer; 
assisted in the production of specialized bibliographies; arranged for the development of an Indic 
section in the Library of Congress; and continued in the hunt for funds to set up headquarters for 
ASIIS in India.  On 26 April 1946, for example, at a meeting of the CIIS, its Chair, W. Norman 
Brown reported that: 

 
The Committee desires that the School of Indic and Iranian Studies 
proposed to be located in Benares, India, should be inaugurated.  
For this purpose financing is necessary.  The school would be a 
center to assist American scholars engaged upon humanistic and 
social science studies in India.  It would help in planning their 
activities and in securing the cooperation of institutions and 
agencies in India with which these scholars wish to work.  
Development of this school would be of the highest importance in 
furthering Indic studies in the United States.1 
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And at this meeting the CIIS 

 
....considered the need and possibilities of developing Regional 
Studies [i.e., Area Studies]2 of India in this country. 

 
Moreover, it reported that funds had been secured for 

 
....an experimental summer session at the University of 
Pennsylvania.3  

 
 At that summer session in 1947, called “A Program of Regional Studies of India,” 
University of Pennsylvania faculty were joined by visiting professors, including Kingsley Davis, 
then Professor of Sociology and Anthropology at Princeton.  We may note that Davis had been 
instrumental in 1945 in getting W. Norman Brown to participate in a semester-long Conference 
on India at Princeton.4  (Brown later tried to get Kingsley Davis to join the faculty of Penn’s new 
Department of South Asia Regional Studies in 1948, but by then Davis had moved to Columbia 
University).  However, Brown did persuade Kingsley Davis to join the Committee on Indic and 
Iranian Studies, and by its important meeting of 16 October 1948 Davis was its first social 
scientist member. 

The October 1948 meeting of the ACLS’ CIIS recommended that by adding designees of 
the Social Science Research Council it become a joint humanistic and social science Committee 
on Southern Asia.  Both Councils agreed to this, and the Joint Committee on Southern Asia 
became a reality in April 1949.  Iran effectively disappeared from the committee’s focus 
(although Afghanistan was included), and Southeast Asia was added to South to become 
Southern Asia.  In addition, the membership was broadened to include several anthropologists 
and a historian.5  It had by now definitely expanded far beyond its classical Sanskrit and Avestan 
base. 

A major topic of the final meeting of the Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies 
concerned the establishment of a “school in the field.”  Kingsley Davis, according to the 
committee minutes, questioned the term “school.”  The group seemed to agree and favor some 
such term as “Research Institute” or “Academy.”6  Thereupon names proposed included “South 
Asia Research Institute” and “Academy for South Asia Studies.”  As the report put it: “Under 
such names the Institute could sponsor studies dealing not only with India, but also with 
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Ceylon, and Southeast Asia.”7  With regard to the location of the institute, 
Benares, Poona, and Delhi were proposed.  While W. Norman Brown long held that it should be 
at Benares, he is quoted here as favoring Delhi, since the institute’s purview now included the 
social sciences.  As he put it: 

 
Here will be located the national library [though that did not 
happen] and other national cultural institutions.  It might also 
prove advantageous to be near the Government of India and the 
American Embassy.8 

Other decisions made by the CIIS involved requesting the ACLS and SSRC to appoint a 
Joint Committee, and, if approved, that that body convene “...a National Conference on South 
Asian Affairs representing scholarly, business, and journalistic interests.”9 
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2. The Joint Committee and Its Conference on Southern Asia Studies 
The Joint Committee on Southern Asia came into existence in April 1949, with W.  

Norman Brown as Chair and Alice Thorner as Executive Secretary.  Its members were: Kingsley 
Davis (Sociology, Columbia); Franklin Edgerton (Sanskrit, Yale); John Embree (SE Asian 
Anthropology, Yale); David Mandelbaum (South Asia Anthropology, Cal-Berkeley); Horace 
Poleman (Sanskritist, Library of Congress); Lariston Sharp (SE Asian Anthropology, Cornell -- 
with Morris Opler, South Asia Anthropology, Cornell, as alternate) and Mortimer Graves (ACLS 
Staff Liaison). 

After defining its scope in terms of area and disciplines, the Joint Committee set out to 
survey U.S. academic resources and needs in Southern Asia studies.  One of its first actions was 
to request “...the Department of State to inquire of the Government of India what its attitude 
would be to the establishment in India of an American Institute of South Asian Studies.”  The 
reply, which came in late 1949, was reported to be favorable with the caution that it not be set up 
in New Delhi because of the severe housing shortage in the capital.10  The next major step 
towards its survey was to convene a large conference on 2-4 December 1949 at the University of 
Pennsylvania. 

Sixty-six persons attended, representing universities and colleges, libraries and museums, 
learned councils and foundations, various sections of the Department of State, and the embassies 
of Afghanistan, Ceylon, India, Pakistan, and Thailand.  Eighteen data papers were presented and 
four round-table discussions held.  Summaries of all these were given in the Proceedings 
(distributed in mimeograph form).  In 1951 the Joint Committee under W. Norman Brown’s 
chairmanship published its survey and a ten-year plan based on the deliberations of the 
conference.11  This conference served as the major benchmark for the early development of 
South Asian studies in the United States.  Its report was widely distributed to academic 
institutions and funding agencies. 

While little doubt was cast on the need for an American research center in the 
subcontinent, W. Norman Brown, who chaired the conference, asked Kingsley Davis to outline 
the functions of such an American Institute of South Asian Studies.  (The name was officially 
changed from “American School of Indic and Iranian Studies” in 1949 when the Joint 
Committee was set up).12  His description was under five rubrics: aid to American scholars; aid 
to foreign scholars; service for American libraries; diffusion of advanced research techniques; 
and aid to the various foreign governments in selecting and utilizing the services of specialized 
U.S. personnel in advisory or administrative capacities.13  Questions were raised about the 
welcome such a research center might receive “at this historical moment” (i.e., just after the end 
of the British empire), but that did not seem to be a problem.  Favorable comments were made 
about the role the École Française d’Extrême-Orient had long played in Indo-China.  “By 
contrast,” it was pointed out, “certain American institutions in China were described as serving 
chiefly to create and maintain ‘Little Americas,’ which isolated their members from the Chinese 
scene rather than increasing their understanding of China.”  One speaker attributed this “...to the 
missionary background of those schools,” and it was suggested “...the purpose of an American 
Institute in South Asia would be entirely different, and the dangers of its developing into a Little 
America could be foreseen and avoided.”14  Of the sixty-six participants in the 1949 Conference, 
W. Norman Brown was the only person to figure later in the crucial 1961 negotiations over 
actual establishment of an institute -- The American Institute of Indian Studies -- as well as 
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having been central to the 1934 creation of its predecessor, the American School of Indic and 
Iranian Studies. 

 
3. Models for an American Institute in India: 

a. The American School of Classical Studies: Athens 
As early as 1929 the Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies of the American Oriental 

Society -- chaired by W. Norman Brown -- had given high priority to the formation of an 
American research institution: 

 
For the study of Indian and Iranian literature, languages, religions, arts, 
archaeology, history, anthropology, and other humanistic subjects which 
should be similar in scope, character and object to the schools now 
maintained under American auspices in Athens, Rome, Jerusalem, and 
Baghdad, and under French auspices at Hanoi in Indo-China [italics mine 
- M.L.P.P.].15    

 
At several times over the next two decades, Brown looked to the various existing 

overseas centers as models.  The earliest to have been set up, the American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens, for example, was an intercollegiate enterprise founded in 1881 with 
contributions from ten colleges and an annual budget of $3,000 (in 1880 dollars).  As the preface 
to its 1947 history related: 

 
It would not be credible that a debating society like the Managing 
Committee, composed of professors of Greek, could successfully 
operate a post-graduate school three thousand miles away.  Yet 
sixty years after its founding the School is supported by more than 
fifty colleges, its endowment is more than two million dollars, and 
its plant in Athens, its periodical Hesperia, its extensive 
excavations and the contributions of its faculty and students to 
history, philology and archaeology, have caused it to be 
recognized as the leading foreign school in Hellas.16 

 
The Athens School must have been known to American Sanskritists who were 

traditionally close to, if not members of, Classics departments in American universities.  
Furthermore, we may recall that Brown himself had done his undergraduate work in Greek 
studies at Johns Hopkins University and could easily have been aware of the overseas center 
even in his student days.  The model the Athens institution offered was of a campus with 
teaching, research, and residential facilities.17  It had three governing bodies: the Trustees, who 
are “custodians of the School’s physical property;” the Managing Committee that “determines 
policies and makes appointments;” and the Faculty of the School that carries out these policies.  
In order to assure continuity, chairs of the Managing Committee were selected to serve indefinite 
terms.  One served six years, and another served for fourteen, while a third held the post for 
twenty-one years.  The School had a dual administrative character, since the Managing 
Committee was in America, and the physical plant and actual operations were in Greece.  No 
doubt similar situations obtained in the early American centers at Rome, Jerusalem, and so forth. 
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Thus when Brown and others started planning an American research outpost in India, 
they had precedents to look to.  Norman Brown appears to have been particularly taken with the 
idea of a research and residential campus, and when the AIIS was to become a reality, the 
Deccan College setting offered a close parallel to the Athens center.  All through the first decade 
of the AIIS, while its headquarters was in Poona, Brown kept hoping that it, too, could build a 
research library that would complement the many others that already existed in Poona.  Such a 
library had, of course, been a central feature of the Athens school.  But, as we shall see, that was 
not to be in India.  Again following the Athens example, it would be intriguing to know if Brown 
got his idea of a presidency without term limits from the indefinite tenure accorded the Athens 
school’s Chair of its Managing Committee. 

 
b. The Fulbright Model and the Fulbright Experience 

By the end of the 1950s, when the American Institute of Indian Studies was getting closer 
to realization with the prospect of P. L. 480 rupee funding, another possible model for design of 
the Institute was the Fulbright organization.18  The United States Educational Foundation in 
India (USEFI) was established in 1950 with an intergovernmental agreement to use $400,000 
worth of rupees remaining from postwar sales to India of U.S. surplus equipment and 
agricultural materials.  These funds would provide for travel and stipends for American scholars 
to go to India, and for travel of Indians to the U.S.  In administering the Fulbright Act, USEFI 
was supervised by a bi-national board and was run for its first two decades by American 
directors, resident in New Delhi, after which Indians assumed its local leadership. That this was 
not an instance of deliberate Indianization was demonstrated by the fact that in late 1992 an 
American scholar (David Lelyveld of Columbia) was considered for the post of Fulbright 
director.  However, an Indian, Dr. P. K. Lavakare, was finally chosen to succeed Sharda Nayak.  

USEFI maintained an office in New Delhi that received American student and faculty 
grantees, served as liaison for them with the Government of India, and provided them with 
orientation to the Indian scene.  It also processed Indian scholars’ applications for travel to the 
U.S. and aided them in getting appointments in America.  It was basically an administrative 
operation that for over forty years successfully facilitated scholarly exchanges in a vast array of 
fields.  It was not oriented to the development of Indology or South Asian studies per se.  In fact, 
specialists in Indian studies were a minority of all American Fulbright grantees. 

From the standpoint of aiding serious scholarship on India, the Fulbright program has had 
mixed reviews.  Especially in the first decade, under the direction of the redoubtable Olive 
Reddick (an “old-India hand” who had taught economics at Isabella Thoburn College in 
Lucknow for years before World War II, as well as at Hood College in Frederick, Maryland),19  
USEFI grantees from the U.S. were treated to lectures on proper deportment with Indians and on 
managing residence in the Indian environment without ostentation.  Not all grantees appreciated 
these lectures.  In fact, USEFI came to be seen during the Reddick years as a mixture of 
authoritarian, patronizing, school-marmish, and superficial attitudes toward the carrying-out of 
serious scholarship in India.  This did not strike many as the model for a center dedicated to 
adult research.  Throughout the 1950s American scholars went to India for teaching and research 
primarily on Fulbright, SSRC, and Ford Foundation Foreign Area Training20 fellowships.  (In 
1952 Henry Hart,21 University of Wisconsin political scientist who was to figure prominently in 
the 1960-61 negotiations for the AIIS, was appointed Fulbright lecturer at Mysore University.  In 
1953 Henry Hart had received a Ford grant to study the development of the multi-purpose 
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Damodar River Valley project in eastern India - his previous work with the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and study of the Missouri River basin had prepared him well for this work). 

In the following year, 1954, W. Norman Brown himself was on a Fulbright grant in India, 
and that experience may have accelerated his push for establishing the institute of his dreams.  
Harold Gould, a junior Fulbright grantee in 1954, described his reaction to the Fulbright 
organization in India.  Gould said that all grantees were summoned to New Delhi in the fall of 
1954 for orientation.  This was standard procedure and involved seasoned scholars such as 
Brown and neophytes such as Gould.  All were subjected to the same lectures.  Even such a 
veteran scholar as W. Norman Brown had to sit patiently through lectures on basic Indian 
politics by the fledgling political scientist, Myron Weiner, then at Princeton. 

Harold Gould related his reaction to the Fulbright organization in India: 
 

We felt that it was being run like a pretty goody-goody 
Sunday school....They didn’t expect you to do serious scholarship. 
 What they really expected you to do was engage in what I can 
only call cultural Gemütlichkeit with the Indians.  They went to 
great lengths telling us how we should relate to Indians, including 
filing monthly reports back to Fulbright headquarters in Delhi 
telling them what kind of interactions we were having with 
Indians....We had also been briefed at the Embassy about what we 
were expected to say about U.S. government policy towards Asia 
and the world.  And I got into a fight with them about that and told 
them they were not going to tell me what I was going to say, and if 
they wanted to do that they could send me home right then and 
there!22 

 
 It was at the Fulbright orientation in New Delhi in the fall of 1954 that Gould first met 
Norman Brown.  Gould and a fellow graduate student were staying at the same hotel in New 
Delhi, so had an opportunity to discuss the Fulbright experience.  As Gould put it: 

 
We had a chance to sit there and talk about the whole situation.  
And we voiced our strong discontent with the way in which 
Fulbright operated from the standpoint of serious scholarship.  
This was the first time I had ever met Brown.  We just recited our 
grievances about this thing, and what I so distinctly remember 
about it was, as the story got more and more depressing, Brown 
kept saying, “Something has got to be done, something has got to 
be done!”  And we feel that was at least a factor that fed into the 
process that he was apparently already engaged in of establishing 
the AIIS!  Maybe complaints like these we voiced were really 
catalyzing...23 

 
It was Norman Brown’s concern that “something has got to be done” to facilitate serious 

scholarship and avoid being mouthpieces of American foreign policy that led him to veer more 
and more toward the Athens School model and as far away as possible from the Fulbright model 
of the 1950s for the institute he kept dreaming of. 
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4. Roles of the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations 
The year 1954 was a watershed for the organization and development of South Asian 

studies in the U.S., and both the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations provided funds for a variety 
of activities towards these ends.  For example, Ford had made a grant in 1951 to Robert 
Redfield, the anthropologist at the University of Chicago, for a multi-year comparative study of 
civilizations, that began a major focus on India when its original goal of working on China was 
thwarted by the inaccessibility of that country after the Communists came to power.  Milton 
Singer, Chair of the Social Sciences staff in the undergraduate College of the University of 
Chicago, was associate director of the Redfield project from 1951-58 and then director until 
1961 after Redfield’s death in 1958.  In 1953 Redfield tapped Singer to re-tool himself as a 
South Asianist.  This Singer did by going to Pennsylvania to study with Norman Brown and then 
in 1954 to the University of California-Berkeley to work with the anthropologist David 
Mandelbaum. 

The Ford-funded Redfield comparative civilizations project in April 1954 took a crucial 
step towards organizing South Asian studies by hosting a meeting to discuss the needs of the 
various humanistic and social science disciplines in advancing understanding of Indian 
civilizations.  The group also discussed organization of a professional association of South Asian 
specialists.  Participants, in addition to Robert Redfield and Milton Singer, were: W. Norman 
Brown (Pennsylvania), Robert Crane (Chicago), Daniel Ingalls (Harvard), David Mandelbaum 
and Richard Park (Cal-Berkeley), Gitel Steed (Columbia), and Phillips Talbot (American 
Universities Field Staff).  Chadbourne Gilpatric, the Rockefeller Foundation’s Humanities 
Division officer charged with devising support for South Asian studies, also attended, as did S. 
M. Katre, professor of linguistics and Director of the Deccan College Postgraduate and Research 
Institute in Poona, who happened to be traveling in the U.S. at the time.  This meeting - often 
called the “Needs” conference -- produced “...the idea of forming an association or society of 
South Asian specialists which would help to establish more effective cooperation among 
students of the region in the United States.”24  This came about in March 1955 with the 
formation of a South Asia Committee within the Far Eastern Association, with W. Norman 
Brown as its first chair and Milton Singer and five others as members. 

 
5. S. M. Katre and Deccan College, Poona: Site of American Programs 
 Beginning in 1954 
In the meantime, Chadbourne Gilpatric had been in India in late 1953 to negotiate 

Rockefeller Foundation participation in the development of a variety of scholarly activities 
within the Indian university context.  One of the Foundation’s major institutional involvements 
was with the Deccan College, to which it made a large grant in early 1954 to modernize its 
linguistics program and promote the study of India’s major languages as a means of helping the 
young democratic Government of India solve the problem of communicating across fifteen major 
languages.  While the Foundation was not entirely successful in that regard, it did succeed in 
training a large number of Indians in modern linguistics, in writing many teaching and reference 
manuals, and in preparing many American linguists through two-year terms in Poona to return to 
the United States to teach many Indian languages in a selection of American universities. 

Through the linguistics program, from mid-1954 on, Professor S. M. Katre and the 
Deccan College became important features of the American research scene in India.  In the first 
place, the Deccan College opened both its research and residential facilities to selected American 
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scholars who came to teach linguistics and to learn Indian languages.  In the second place, with 
Ford Foundation funds allocated to the Redfield project at Chicago and following the “Needs” 
conference in April 1954, Milton Singer teamed up with Norman Brown to plan a closely-related 
meeting in Poona for the fall of 1954. 

The Seminar on Interdisciplinary Indian Studies took place on 18-20 November 1954, 
hosted at the Deccan College by Professor Katre, who had fortuitously been at the “Needs” 
conference as an observer.  The Seminar was co-convened by W. Norman Brown and Milton  
Singer and brought together American and Indian scholars for an exchange of views on the 
future of Indian studies in the U.S. and the exploration of specific forms of cooperation.25 

The half-dozen scholars and foundation representatives thus were the first Americans to 
taste the hospitality of the Deccan College and to enjoy its quiet campus on the outskirts of the 
bustling educational center that was Poona.  With world-renowned Indian humanistic and social 
science scholars resident at one or the other of Poona’s teaching or research centers, Brown and 
Singer in particular were most impressed with the setting of the Deccan College.  Shortly after 
the November 1954 conference, numbers of Americans began to visit to do two-year stints in the 
Rockefeller-funded language program at the Deccan College, and Poona became a familiar 
terminus for linguists and anthropologists on the Rockefeller language program as well as for 
assorted graduate students and faculty who came on various fellowships to do their own 
research. 

In planning for the Seminar, W. Norman Brown again felt the absence of an overseas 
American research center when he was trying to get funding for it.  In a letter to co-convener 
Milton Singer on 10 June 1954, Brown wrote: 

 
The sponsorship of the conference would most appropriately be an 
American Institute of South Asian Studies but this has no funds to 
get organized.26 

 
He indicated that he had approached a U.S. government official in Washington about use of 
rupee interest on the Wheat Loan for some of the Institute’s needs and said he intended to follow 
that up in Delhi.  It is clear that Brown was leaving no stone unturned in the effort to fund a 
research center in India.  The summary of the proceedings of the Poona Seminar, however, made 
no mention of a proposed American Institute. 

 
6. Conference on “Introducing India in Liberal Education”: 1957 
Neither does mention of a proposed institute in India appear in the publication that came 

out after the 17-18 May 1957 conference in Chicago that addressed the question of introducing 
studies of India at the undergraduate level.  By that time the Carnegie Corporation had pioneered 
in supporting studies of non-western civilizations (Chinese, Indian, Islamic) for undergraduates 
at the University of Chicago and elsewhere.  The conference dealt with the content of a model 
Indian course.  Milton Singer edited the volume that emerged from the conference, Introducing 
India in Liberal Education.27  Three of the sixty-seven participants were W. Norman Brown, 
Richard L. Park of Michigan, and Henry Hart of Wisconsin.  Together with Milton Singer, these 
were the persons who would play significant roles in the negotiations in 1960-61 that brought 
about the establishment of the AIIS.  However, as we shall see, no accommodation was made to 
include an undergraduate component in the AIIS, although it was strenuously discussed. 
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From discussions with some who became senior scholars, but who were quite junior in 
1961, it would seem that Brown had not shared his ideas widely on the makeup and purpose of 
an American institute.  Nor had he apparently attempted to forge a real interuniversity consensus 
for a research base in India.  After so many years of planning, perhaps by late 1960 Norman 
Brown had difficulty thinking that there might be any alternative to the plan he had in mind, a 
plan that seemed to be based on the Athens model.  And since by 1960 Brown had been for quite 
some time acknowledged by one and all to be the American leader of South Asian studies -- he 
had been chair or president of every national Indological or South Asian organization in the U.S. 
since 1926 -- it may have been hard for him to conceive of, or defer to, anyone else’s ideas. 

 
7. Henry Hart’s Role in Establishing the AIIS 
For the history of the formation of the Institute we may note that Henry Hart of 

Wisconsin entered the ongoing and nationwide discussions on developing South Asian studies 
via the Chicago conference on Indian studies at the undergraduate level.  While he did not 
present a paper, he was impressed with the proceedings and returned to Madison where he 
helped to design an interdisciplinary undergraduate “Civilization of India” course that had 
received university authorization earlier in the year.  The course was pretty much modeled on 
that developed at the University of Chicago in which Milton Singer played a major role.  (It will 
be recalled that Penn, the site of the first major South Asian studies program, never even 
considered offering undergraduate work on India because W. Norman Brown believed Indic 
studies were suitable only for graduate students).  Stemming from this interaction, Singer and 
Hart worked together in 1960 and 1961 on many aspects of the Institute that was in the making. 

Wisconsin’s emphasis on undergraduate education28 led to overtures in 1960 to the 
Carnegie Corporation for funds to experiment with a “Junior Year in India.”  The possibilities of 
Carnegie’s general interest in this were discussed at a conference in New York on 7 July 1960 
hosted by the foundation.  While Henry Hart himself was unable to attend, his statement was 
read for him. 

By mid-1960 Henry Hart was more and more involved in the development of studies of 
India and in India.  He had just researched and published a substantial book called Campus 
India: An Appraisal of American College Programs in India (1961) that drew upon his own  
experiences in the field plus reports of half a dozen overseas academic programs.29  Interestingly 
enough, Hart claimed that until 1961 he “...was ignorant of his [W. Norman Brown’s] dream [of 
an overseas center in India].  I just saw him there as the respected father of Indian studies in the 
U.S.”30 

Meanwhile in August 1960 officials at the University of Wisconsin were informed that 
the Department of State had concluded agreements to use excess foreign currency in certain 
countries for educational purposes and had solicited proposals for obtaining such funds.  By 21 
September 1960 Hart and his colleagues at Wisconsin submitted a proposal to the Department of 
State for two purposes: first, “...to improve Indian faculty competence in American history and 
American literature;” and second, to set up a center in India primarily to provide a year’s post-
doctoral training in Indian languages and cultures to non-specialist American faculty who were 
already teaching courses on India.31  Significantly, the 6-page, two-part Wisconsin proposal did 
not show any familiarity with the various proposals drafted by Brown and his colleagues over 
nearly three decades.  In that same month, September 1960, the University of Wisconsin 
application to become an NDEA-funded South Asia Language and Area Center was approved, 
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and, along with Arizona, Cornell, and Texas at Austin, it joined the original three centers, Penn, 
Chicago, and Cal-Berkeley, that had been set up in 1959. 

On 14 November 1960 Hart was host to a meeting of the AAS Committee on South Asia 
held in Madison.  This was the first time he had been involved with the major South Asian 
developmental body.  The main thrust of the Committee on South Asia’s (CSA) meeting was 
how best to exploit for scholarly research in India the newly released P. L. 480 funds.32 

On 16 December 1960 Hart and his University of Wisconsin “survey team” went off to 
India funded by the Department of State to check out places where American studies might be 
introduced and that might be an appropriate location for the center they had proposed.  The 
Wisconsin proposal included provision for facilities for a dissertation research component that 
was its major thrust.  Since the proposed center was to benefit faculty and students from all over 
the U.S., Hart’s proposal suggested it have some kind of representative intercollegiate 
supervision.33 

In addition, in Hart’s words: 
 
One of the things I proposed and had very high hopes for was the 
assumption by a P. L. 480 program...of the undergraduate program 
because I felt, and still feel, that the undergraduate program had a 
wider base in American academia than the scholarly program.34 

 
The use of public funds, he maintained, mandated a broader rather than a narrower program.  
This was to be a continuing source of controversy as the Institute was being set up. 

The Wisconsin team’s dual purpose search for a site for a home base for U.S. scholars  
studying India and a place to develop American studies in India took them to Delhi, Baroda, 
Annamalai, and Osmania Universities.  Annamalai University in Chidambaram (Tamil Nadu) 
reportedly made a strong pitch for an American studies center, but eventually that was 
established in Hyderabad in connection with Osmania University. 

Meanwhile, Henry Hart had sent a copy of the Wisconsin proposal to Milton Singer for 
comments.  Hart had closely followed the development of South Asian studies at the University 
of Chicago in which Singer played a central role.  Hart had been particularly impressed after the 
1957 conference noted above by the emphasis Chicago placed on the undergraduate Indian 
Civilization course.  Hart’s proposal reached Singer in Madras where the latter was carrying out 
his own research, and Singer returned a careful critique of the document. 

 
8. W. Norman Brown’s Activities on Behalf of the AIIS: 1961 
While Hart and the Wisconsin team were traveling around India, W. Norman Brown 

arrived in New Delhi -- also with Department of State funding -- and presented the U.S. 
Embassy with the plans developed over the previous twenty-five years and polished at the 1949 
conference.  These seemed to be a natural for P. L. 480 funding. 

The U.S. Cultural Affairs Officer, John Reid, was in charge of evaluating requests for 
funding of academic projects.  As Hart related the next move:  

Before we had completed our survey tour, Dr. John Reid, the 
Cultural Affairs Officer of the Embassy, asked us to return to 
Delhi to meet with Norman Brown.  Reid urged that we reach 
agreement with Brown so that a single proposal [is submitted] 
which we all hope can win the energetic support of the Americans 
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in this field of work, and the consent of the authorities of the 
Government of India.35 

 
Thus on 16 January 1961 Hart and his Wisconsin team met with W. Norman Brown at 

the American Embassy in New Delhi in the office of the Cultural Affairs Office, John Reid.  In 
Hart’s words, Reid insisted: 

 
...you’ve got to put your proposals together; we’re not going to 
fund either one of these unless it is consolidated with the other 
one!36 

 
And as Hart wrote to Singer shortly thereafter: 

 
The Embassy asked us most insistently to merge our plan with 
those of Dr. Norman Brown who was also in India in January.37 

 
And so Hart and Brown proceeded to merge their plans.  Between 17 January and 21 

January 1961 they worked on a “Proposal for an American Institute of Indian Studies to be 
located in India and supported by P. L. 480, New Delhi, January 1961.”38  When the revised 
version of the proposal was circulated in late 1961, it was nine typewritten pages long.  The copy 
I saw bore Brown’s handwritten annotation “Draft by Henry Hart, W. Norman Brown, John T. 
Reid.” 

According to Brown’s first annual report of the actual American Institute of Indian  
Studies (4 October 1962), Richard Park of Michigan was said to have been associated in the 
January 1961 discussions at the U.S. Embassy.  However, Hart nowhere mentioned Park’s 
participation, and no independent evidence surfaced that Park was in on the first drafting of the 
proposal.  He was no doubt consulted somewhat after the coordinated document was produced, 
when he was reported to have arrived in New Delhi.  Milton Singer’s contribution was also later 
on when Brown visited Madras on 25 January 1961 and held discussions with Milton Singer and 
U.S. Consulate General officials on 26 January 1961.  According to a consular official’s report, 
the question of the name of the institute came up: “Singer and Brown felt that it would be 
advisable to use the name American Institute for [sic] South Asian Studies if this proposed 
change would be acceptable to the Indian Government.”39 

Singer had meanwhile begun discussing with local scholars the establishment of an 
Institute “branch” in Madras.  In a letter to Brown he reported that Professor V. Raghavan, the 
well-known Sanskritist, while enthusiastically welcoming the formation of the AIIS, felt that 
Madras rated an Institute “office” and not just a “branch,” although it is not very clear what 
scholars who performed services of some kind for the Institute should have formal, if unpaid, 
appointments.  (Dr. Raghavan was appointed to the AIIS’ Indian Advisory Committee when it 
was formed in 1963, and he remained a member until his death in 1979.) 

After the meetings in Madras, W. Norman Brown went on to Poona to discuss details of 
the establishment of Institute headquarters there on 6 February 1961 with several educational 
leaders.40  By then it appeared most likely that an institute would emerge from all the 
negotiations, and by then the consensus seemed to be that its headquarters would be in Poona, 
and specifically on the Deccan College campus. 
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Brown made a few more stops in India and then went on to Pakistan where he met on 13 
February 1961 with officers of the American Embassy, then still in Karachi.  In a letter to John 
Reid at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi, Brown related that he had discussed the proposed 
institute with officials at the Karachi Embassy and: 

 
...they all feel very strongly that the name of the Institute should be 
American Institute of South Asian Studies rather than American 
Institute of Indian Studies... 

 
This was, he continued, because: 

 
...they feel that anyone whom we might send from the Institute to 
Pakistan will face unnecessary difficulties and possible 
embarrassment if we use the work ‘India’ rather than ‘South 
Asia’...I hope that you will....sound out persons in the Government 
of India to see if such a name would be acceptable.41 

 
Clearly Brown still had hopes of transcending national political boundaries in favor of a 

subcontinental civilizational entity -- South Asia -- with India at its center. 
While Milton Singer stayed on in India until late March, the two principal negotiators -- 

Brown and Hart -- returned to the U.S. to round up support for the proposed Institute.  Within a 
month there were four meetings at which the Institute figured prominently in discussions. 

A conference was held in New York on 23-25 February 1961 sponsored by the AAS’ 
Committee on South Asia and funded in large part of the U.S. Office of Education, then in its 
third year of running the new NDEA language and area centers.  W. Norman Brown gave an 
opening upbeat review of the development of South Asian studies since the seminal conference 
in late 1949.  Most of the goals of the ten-year plan drafted at that time had been reached, Brown 
reported.  The last remaining major one was the “establishment of an American Institute of 
South Asian Studies located in India.”42  With the sudden availability of rupee funds, this goal 
now seemed to be within reach, according to Richard Park, who had been close to the 
developments in India and who was to play an increasingly important role in Institute affairs.  
Park told the Conference: 

 
The Institute in India hopefully will be a pilot effort that, if 
successful, will lead to the establishment of similar institutes in 
other parts of the world.  For South Asia, the forming of an 
“American Institute of Pakistan Studies” would be of great 
importance in furthering scholarly study and research in Pakistan, 
a field sadly neglected to date.43 

 
While Henry Hart was listed as a participant in this conference, he did not present a 

paper, nor is he mentioned in the index to the published report.  But Hart did tell Singer in a 
letter following the Conference of the discussions during the meeting on the proposed name of 
the Institute.  Brown, it appears, was still in favor of the more inclusive term “South Asian,” 
which it appears Singer also preferred.  In Hart’s words while writing to Singer: 
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The matter of change in name from Indian Studies to South  
Asian Studies came sharply into focus.  I am sure Norman had discussed 
this with you [in Madras] and it was partly out of this discussion that he 
agreed to such a change in Poona.  Nevertheless, the reaction to this 
proposal by Keith Callard of McGill and Leon Poullada of the State 
Department, both of whom are interested, of course, in countries other 
than India in the general region were so strongly opposed that this aspect 
of the agreement was withdrawn by Norman himself.  Poullada’s point 
was that claiming for an Institute centered in Poona adequate scholarly 
coverage of Pakistan and Ceylon as well as perhaps other countries would 
be completely unacceptable to those countries in addition to which the 
funds upon which we carry on the Institute proposal are India country 
funds.44 

 
The New York Conference was quickly followed by a meeting, convened by the 

American Council on Education, of South and Southeast Asia Language and Area Center 
directors in San Francisco on 2-3 March 1961.45  Hart recounted the results of that meeting in a 
lengthy letter to Milton Singer on 17 March 1961, which also brought him up-to-date on other 
developments regarding the Institute.  Telling Singer, “Your absence was a pretty serious thing 
[Singer was still in India],” Hart said the Center directors offered “no dissent either on the 
desirability of the proposal or on its specific features.”  As to the mechanics of organizing the 
Institute, Hart wrote: 

 
The New York Conference left each college and university 
represented there with the opportunity of initiating through its own 
administration a proposal that it take part in the conduct of the 
American Institute.  Such proposals were to be sent to the 
Committee on South Asia...46 

 
This harked back to the need, originally noted in the University of Wisconsin’s proposal 

for an Indian center, for inter-university management, such as obtained for the membership and 
annual-contribution arrangements of the classical schools in Athens and other places.  Norman 
Brown represented the University of Pennsylvania at the Center Directors meeting and gave a 
progress report on the AIIS for which “there was much enthusiasm.”47  While the University of 
Michigan was not then an NDEA center, it was represented at the Directors’ meeting by Richard 
L. Park who was invited as a special guest. 

 The next event in the accelerating development of the Institute was the meeting of the 
Committee on South Asia on 25-26 March 1961 in Chicago, just prior to the annual AAS 
convention.  Henry Hart was co-opted for that meeting (and thereafter became a Committee 
member for the first time), and Richard Park also was present, again as a special guest.  The 
Institute was, of course, a central topic of discussion.  Norman Brown was unable to be at the 
CSA meeting because he was busy being the first South Asianist President of the Association for 
Asian Studies (AAS) that convened from 27-29 March, while the AAS Board of Directors (over 
which Brown had to preside) met the previous days at the same time as the CSA.  After these 
duties and his AAS presidential address (“The Content of Cultural Continuity in India”), Brown 
prepared for the next step on the road to the Institute. 
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9. Proposed Organization of the American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS): 1961 
In a recent interview, Burton Stein reported his reaction as a junior scholar in 1961 to the 

organizational meetings held in that year.  He noted his “whole objection to the idea of an 
institute in the first place!”  As he put it: 

 
...it produces a kind of American centeredness that I think is bad 
for research, and is bad politically, very bad politically. 

 
He recalled that the AAS Committee on South Asia raised questions of the sort of structure that 
might be formed in India so that both faculty and student research interests might best be 
advanced.  He went on: 

 
...Immediately there was this notion of ‘let’s have a center, some 
kind of unified operation, involving rupees owned by the U.S.48 

 
 Opposing this notion, Stein said that he and Karl Potter (then both teaching at the 
University of Minnesota) took another position and advocated an exchange structure whereby 
people from India ought to be able to come to the U.S. to fill the position of an American scholar 
who would go off to India to do research and there step into the position held by the Indian 
visitor.  In their opinions that would be a true exchange and would involve very little money.  It 
would also reduce the high visibility in India of American scholars with comparatively huge 
stipends.  This approach would be closer to the Fulbright model, but the exchange would be 
more direct and personal. 

Stein further recalled that “There was a movement afoot -- I associate it with Dick Park -- 
to provide a kind of Fort Knox, with flags flying, dormitories, and a sequestered situation.  That 
seemed to us [Potter and Stein] politically dreadful and in some sense offensive to a scholarly 
relationship.”49  When reminded of Brown’s Athens School model, Stein noted that that had not 
been presented as a viable model, and even if it had, he questioned that it was an appropriate 
model for India.  Stein said it would have been an “imperialist kind of thing,” and he reported 
that Potter objected on the grounds of “ghettoization,” feeling strongly that he would like to live 
where he wanted to, as a scholar, and be in contact with people of his own choosing.50  In sum, 
Stein stated that there never was a debate about the form the proposed institute should take.  He 
concluded, 

 
one pattern seems to have been accepted and presented, and 
discussion on the general shape of things was closed.51 

 
While Stein recalled that Park hoped to see his grandiose structure erected in New Delhi, 

others have said that Henry Hart proposed a large housing scheme -- an apartment complex -- in 
Poona.  Morris D. Morris referred to it as “Wisconsin’s idea of an American Academy in India” 
and said he was amazed at the size envisioned.52 

In the end, there was no Indian copy of the Athens School, nor was the American 
Institute of Indian Studies a modified Fulbright-type exchange operation.  It took on a character 
of its own that has changed over time and will no doubt continue to change in response to 
evolving needs and circumstances. 
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10. Interuniversity Organizing Conference: 30 April 1961  
Within a month of the hectic February-March meetings, preparations were made for the 

critical “Interuniversity Conference to Establish an American Institute for [sic] Indian Studies” 
to be held in New York on 30 April 1961.  This conference was attended by twenty-six faculty 
and administration representatives from fifteen universities and colleges, plus Richard D. 
Lambert (Penn), who acted as Chair, and Clarence Thurber who represented the Ford 
Foundation. 

Participants were given copies of the 1934 report of the American School of Indic and 
Iranian Studies, the January 1961 “Proposal for an American Institute of Indian 
Studies...Prepared by W. Norman Brown and the Wisconsin Survey Team in Conference with 
Cultural Officers of the American Embassy, New Delhi;” and a 5-page draft, “Agreement for 
cooperation in establishing and administering an American Institute of Indian Studies” dated 29 
April 1961 and prepared by Richard L. Park of the University of Michigan. 

The Agreement provided for the formation of an Organization Committee that would 
arrange for incorporation and the drafting of Bylaws.  Accordingly, the Committee [of the 
whole] for the Establishment of an American Institute in India set up an Executive Committee to 
solicit and collect funds from prospective members and see to incorporation and other legal 
matters.  This committee was composed of: W. Norman Brown (Pennsylvania, who became 
Chair), Henry Hart (Wisconsin), Richard L. Park (Michigan), Milton Singer (Chicago), and Joan 
V. Bondurant (Cal-Berkeley). 

The Executive Committee worked all summer lining up firm commitments to 
membership in the Institute and arranging all the legal matters.  Little documentation of these 
activities has yet surfaced, but one letter of W. Norman Brown’s gives an idea of their nature.  
On 22 May 1961 Brown wrote to Malcolm Willey, University of Minnesota (Vice-President in 
charge of Academic Administration), requesting him to join the Executive Committee.  In his 
letter Brown wrote: 

 
The Committee has also been authorized to add to its membership 
and it would like to include you.  At present our most urgent 
problem is that of setting up the corporation.  We have drafted in 
rough form the text of the Certificate of Incorporation and the text 
of the Bylaws, and I am asking the Committee to give me its 
opinion on these drafts and points raised in them....Dr. Park based 
his drafts upon the certificate of incorporation and by-laws of the 
old American School of Indic and Iranian Studies.53 

 
 
 
11. Incorporation, Election of Trustees and Officers: October 1961 
Incorporation took place on 4 October 1961 at lawyers’ offices in Wilmington, 

Delaware.54  Inspectors checked the incorporators’ ballots to elect trustees, and twenty-five 
trustees from thirteen institutions were initially chosen and certified.  The Bylaws were 
presented, listing as charter members of the AIIS twelve institutions in Class A and two in Class 
B.55 



I. B.  From American “School” to American “Institute”: 1946-61 

 

- 77 - 

 

The First Meeting of the AIIS Board of Trustees was held in Chicago on 7 October 1961, 
and the American Institute of Indian Studies was legally and officially off and running.  All that 
was now needed was funding.  The first officers were elected on 7 October 1961, with W. 
Norman Brown as President, Milton Singer as Vice-President, and Henry Hart as Secretary.  
(The Treasurer -- Haydn Morgan of Penn -- was chosen shortly after the first meeting).  These 
three officers all had been intimately involved in the intensive negotiations and organizational 
activities of the previous eleven months both in India and in the United States.  One of these 
three, W. Norman Brown, had been pushing hard for the best part of three decades.  While the 
foundation was firmly laid, a lot more work remained to be done to round up appropriate, long-
term funding as well as to secure the official approval of the Government of India.  In the end the 
Institute was designated for “Indian” not “South Asian” Studies.  That meant it needed approval 
only from the Indian Government in early 1962. 

Some half-dozen years after leading the Interdisciplinary Seminar in Poona, W. Norman 
Brown and Milton Singer saw the Deccan College as the ideal place for the new institute’s 
Indian headquarters.  Once again, S. M. Katre provided the setting as well as all manner of 
support. 
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 the University of Wisconsin rapidly developed programs on India and tapped into the 
 increasingly available federal and foundation funds. The vision, knowledge and 
enthusiasm  of Fred Harrington at the University of Wisconsin, at the Ford Foundation in New 
Delhi,  and on the Indo-U.S. Subcommission have been significant contributions, as yet 
 unheralded, to the development of South Asian studies in the U.S.  They merit further 
 exploration.  Suffice it to say, Henry Hart credits Harrington with bringing him into the 
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CHAPTER I.  FOUNDING THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES (AIIS) 
 
I. C. FIRST YEAR OF AIIS OPERATION: 1961-62 

1. Steps Towards Operation 
After the Institute was incorporated and officers chosen, the Board of Trustees had to 

take several steps before operations could begin.  According to the first President’s Report, 
1961-62,1 these were: 

 
1. Procurement of the Government of India’s authorization for the 

Institute to establish itself in India and proceed with its proposed 
program; 

2. Negotiation of a contract with the U.S. Department of State for 
support of the Institute’s operations in India on rupees available to 
the U.S. government under terms of the U.S. Public Law 83-480, 
with its various amendments; 

3. Procurement of dollar funds to meet the Institute’s dollar expenses; 
4. Provision of physical facilities...and organization of a staff in 

India; 
5. Appointment of Fellows for 1962-63. 

 
With regard to the first step, Brown and Hart had had cordial and encouraging talks about 

the proposed institute in January and February 1961 with a number of Government of India 
officials and Indian educational leaders.  After the AIIS was organized and incorporated in the 
U.S., Brown -- by then its President -- returned to India at the end of 1961 to present a formal 
request to the Government of India. 

 
There, acting through and with the aid of the United States 
Embassy in New Delhi, [Brown] approached the Ministry of 
External affairs early in January.  On February 13, 1962, he 
received oral assurance from both the Government of India and the 
U.S. Embassy that authorization had been granted, and later he 
received written word, dated March 3, 1962, from Dr. P. N. Kirpal, 
Secretary of Education, to that effect.2 
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Steps two and three were to procure funding.  This was to be in two parts: rupees for the 
operation in India and dollars for the administration of the headquarters in the U.S.  Step two, for 
the rupee segment, meant that: 

 
...on securing the authorization of the Government of India, the 
Institute, acting through the President under instructions of the 
Executive Committee, formally approached the Bureau of 
Education and Cultural Affairs in the U.S. Department of State 
with a request for a contract [for P. L. 480 funds]...preliminary 
informal conversations had shown that the request was likely to 
have favorable consideration.3 

 
Step three, for the dollars needed at the U.S. end (assurance of which the Department of 

State required) the AIIS applied to the Ford Foundation.  As the President’s report related: 
 
On March 15, 1962 the Foundation made an appropriation to the 
Institute of $500,000 to be used in meeting dollar expenses during 
the first five years of operation, subject to the condition that the 
Institute obtain its contract with the Department of State.4 

 
Meanwhile, the fourth step the Institute needed to take to become operational was 

establishment of physical facilities in India and organization of a staff.  In the Proposal worked 
out in January 1961 in discussions between the university representatives (Brown and Hart) and 
the American Embassy officers in New Delhi, it was decided that the Institute’s headquarters 
should be in Poona.  Following these discussions, Brown went to Poona to talk with heads of 
several institutions there about a site.  A year later, when Brown was again in India, he returned 
to Poona for a meeting on 19 January 1962 with D. V. Potdar (new Vice-Chancellor of the 
University of Poona); H. A. Golay (Rector of University of Poona); S. M. Katre (Deccan College 
Director); D. R. Gadgil (Gokhale Institute); R. N. Dandekar (Bhandarkar Institute); and R. P. 
Patwardhan (Trustee of Deccan College).4   Brown went on to note that this group of Indian 
scholars constituted the first informal local advisory body for the fledgling Institute.  

As soon as Brown had received oral assurance from the Government of India along with 
U.S. Embassy authorization on 3 February 1962, the Executive Committee of the AIIS requested 
him to follow up the conversations with the Poona institutions and choose a site.  The Deccan 
College proved to have the most appropriate and available facilities, and, as we saw above, had 
had considerable experience in hosting American scholars during the Rockefeller linguistics 
program in the 1950s. 

Director S. M. Katre responded on 27 February 1962 to Brown’s letter of inquiry of 8 
February 1962 by stating that the College’s council and Board had agreed that: 

 
1. the American Institute will be a licensee of the Deccan College; 
2. the Deccan College will provide initially [two blocks] for use as a 

residence...and office, lecture rooms and library purposes; 
3. the Deccan College is agreeable to the American Institute making suitable 

alterations...it being understood that those fixtures will ultimately become 
the property of the Deccan College... 
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  4. the Deccan College is willing to allocate land in its campus for the putting  
   up of permanent structures... 
  5. ...the American Institute shall pay to the Trustees a sum of Rs. 2,000/-per  
   month... 

6. ...the common scheme of management and discipline will apply to users of 
 both the institutions.5 

 
Further, according to the President’s first report, in addition to these arrangements,  

 
...a good residence bungalow was for sale across the road 
belonging to Dr. C. D. Deshmukh, formerly living in Poona, now 
Vice-Chancellor of the University of Delhi, and tentative 
negotiations for its purchase were undertaken with him. 

 
Brown went on to state, 

 
The tentative arrangements with the Deccan College and Dr. 
Deshmukh are to be confirmed when the Institute got its contract.6 

 
Formal authorization for the establishment of the AIIS came in a letter of 3 March 1962 

to W. Norman Brown from Prem Kirpal, Education Secretary of the Government of India, who 
wrote: 

 
...I am happy to inform you that the Government of India accept 
the revised proposals in regard to the setting up of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies and its operation in India, subject to the 
prior approval of the Ministry of Education for the various 
programmes that the Institute may wish to implement in India. 

 
Kirpal further stated that; 

 
Regarding the disbursement of funds and the acquisition of 
property by the Institute, our laws do not discriminate against 
foreigners.7 

 
But Kirpal went on to say that without further information he could not declare that the 

Institute’s officers and fellows would be exempt from payment of Indian income tax.  (This  
thorny question was not settled -- favorably as it turned out -- until April 1964, as we shall see 
below). 

While negotiations with the Deccan College were underway, and while awaiting  
Government of India approval, the AIIS was engaged in formal requests for funding to the 
Department of State and the Ford Foundation.  This process took several months, and on 18 June 
1962 the Institute and the Department of State both signed the first contract for the use of 
American-owned rupees.  When that was accomplished, the Ford Foundation came through with 
its promised first installment of $100,000 for expenses in the United States. 
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2. Staffing of AIIS Indian Headquarters 
The stage was then set for the Institute to recruit a staff to manage the Indian end of its 

operations.  The selection of an American Resident Director proved to be difficult.  Academics 
found it hard to commit themselves to one or two years leave to handle what would be primarily 
an administrative rather than research position.  According to Brown, negotiations were 
conducted with one candidate beginning in February 1962.  Although the person was not named 
in Brown’s report, this turned out to be Everett M. Woodman, a long-time Ford Foundation 
official with many years experience in India.8  Woodman was apparently most interested in the 
job -- preferring the simple designation “Director” -- and wrote to Brown that Secretary of 
Education Prem Kirpal, whom he had known for eight years, “...was also pleased that I am 
interested, and expressed the hope that I take on the job.”9  But when a firm offer was made in 
June after the funding contract was signed, “...it became evident by July 20 [1962] that for 
various reasons he [Woodman] was not going to accept the position.”10  As things turned out, it 
was not until September 1963 that an American Resident Director was installed in the bungalow 
newly purchased from Dr. C. D. Deshmukh. 

The AIIS Executive Committee had decided that it would be appropriate for the 
American Resident Director to have a say in the selection of an Executive Officer.  But when 
they were unable to find a Resident Director, the Committee went ahead on 20 July 1962 and 
offered the Executive Officer position to Dr. Dinkar Dhondo Karve.  Karve, retired Professor of 
Chemistry and former Principal of Ferguson College in Poona, had been considered for the post 
for some time.  In Brown’s words, Karve was: 

 
...well-known personally and professionally to most of the 
members of the Executive Committee, a man of high prestige in 
educational circles in India, recommended for the position by the 
heads of all the institutions in Poona with which the Institute will 
be cooperating, and himself well acquainted with educational 
procedures and institutions in America, where he has visited 
several times, most recently under appointment at the University of 
California (Berkeley) for the spring semester 1962.11 

 
Karve began to work on 1 August 1962 and for the first year carried out all the Institute’s 

business in India.  Under the direction of the Executive Committee, Karve arranged for the 
reception of Fellows as they arrived, had maintenance funds awaiting them at the port of arrival, 
dealt with the international airline companies at their offices in India, set up working procedures 
at the Institute’s banks in Bombay and Poona, assembled a staff and organized an executive 
office, and made living arrangements for those Fellows who were proceeding to Poona. Further, 
he made scholarly contacts for some of the Institute’s Fellows in Poona and elsewhere, and also 
made contact in New Delhi with Government of India officers and U.S. Embassy officers, with 
whom the Institute had recurring business.12 

 
 
3. Selection and Dispatch of First AIIS Fellows 
In line with the Institute’s primary purpose, namely to support the study of India in the 

U.S. by promoting research by Americans in India, the final step in putting the Institute into 
operation was the selection and dispatch of Fellows from the U.S.  To this end, the Institute 
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appointed a Selection Committee in 1961-62 to circulate announcements, prepare application 
forms, and make tentative selections on a competitive basis, to be confirmed when the funding 
contracts were signed.  It has not yet been possible to find who served on the first Selection 
Committee, but because the pool from which members were drawn was very limited, its makeup 
may not have been very different from that for 1962-63.  That committee was composed of 
Trustees Milton Singer, Anthropology from Chicago, who was Chairman; Henry Hart, Political 
Science from Wisconsin; and McCrea Hazlett, Rochester’s Provost; plus non-Trustees Henry 
Hoenigswald, Linguistics from Pennsylvania; and Daniel Ingalls, Sanskrit from Harvard -- the 
latter two to cover additional disciplines. 

The Selection Committee chose twenty-three Fellows and ten individuals for travel 
grants, but since funding confirmation came so late, only seventeen were able to take the first  
AIIS fellowships, while eight took the travel grants.  Of the seventeen fellows, eight were Senior 
Research Fellows (South Asian specialists), four were Faculty Training Fellows (non-
specialists), and five were Junior Research Fellows (doing dissertation research).  The first few 
Fellows left for India in August 1962, and the others soon followed.  Once in India they 
established themselves for research in a variety of places, including Poona, New Delhi, 
Lucknow, Madras, Patna, Cuttack, Ootacamund, and Darjeeling.13 

 
4. Institute Affairs in the U.S.A.: 

a. Headquarters at University of Pennsylvania
In the U.S., meanwhile, the AIIS set up its headquarters at W. Norman Brown’s home 

base, the University of Pennsylvania, with Brown as President and F. Haydn Morgan of Penn as 
first Treasurer. 

 
b. Oberlin College Conference and the Question of Undergraduates 

While awaiting completion of funding arrangements, the Institute agreed to consider 
further the place of undergraduates in Institute activities.  This followed up pleas by Henry Hart 
and a few others in the April 1961 organizing meeting to look into the role of liberal arts colleges 
in the Institute despite Norman Brown’s strong predilection for graduates-only participation. 

Accordingly, Oberlin College -- a member of the 1961 Interuniversity Organizing 
Committee -- hosted a conference on 13 April 1962 on behalf of the Institute to deal with 
“Relationships between Liberal Arts Colleges and the American Institute of Indian Studies.”  
The AIIS Executive Committee had been “mindful” for the success of the Institute of the need to 
get Indian studies into undergraduate education in the United States.”14  It will be recalled that 
both Norman Brown and Milton Singer (Institute President and Vice-President respectively), 
who were to represent the Executive Committee at the Oberlin Conference, had in May 1957 
played major roles in the University of Chicago Conference on Introducing India in Liberal 
Education.15 That meeting had been designed to plan increased study of India at the 
undergraduate level, study that might lead some students to plan earlier for graduate studies of 
India.  With the establishment of the AIIS, such students would then be in a position to qualify 
for Junior dissertation fellowships.  This was the level that Brown and Singer seemed to consider 
appropriate for student participation in Institute affairs.  On this point Henry Hart, also a 
participant in the Chicago Conference, and AIIS Secretary at the time of the Oberlin Conference, 
differed with his Executive Committee colleagues.  At Oberlin on 13 April 1962, sixteen faculty 
members from colleges and universities in the Northeast and Midwest, plus a representative of 
the Associated Colleges of the Midwest consortium and the federal official in charge of the 
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Language and Area Centers section of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, got 
together to discuss ways in which the newly established Institute could benefit liberal arts 
colleges.  It was generally recognized that “large universities with graduate programs in Indian 
studies will be the main beneficiaries of some aspects of the Institute’s program, such as 
provision of generous fellowships for post-doctoral research by specialists in Indian studies, and 
fellowships for graduate students [for] research in India for their doctoral dissertations.”16    

As the report of the Conference stated: 
 
...it appears that the aspect of the Institute’s plans of most 
immediate interest to the colleges is the program of faculty training 
fellowships, which will be inaugurated this fall [1962].  These 
fellowships will enable college faculty members, without 
specialized training in Indian studies, to spend a year in India... 
[and] return to their colleges prepared to teach new courses on 
India, or to bring Indian material into existing courses.17 

 
The Oberlin conferees spent a lot of time discussing qualifications for faculty trainees: 

should the prospective trainee get language training or take a survey course on Indian history and 
culture prior to taking up a fellowship, or even prior to applying?  And should the program in 
India be structured or flexible?  If structured, would the AIIS be the agency to design, conduct, 
and supervise the structure?  The upshot of the discussion was that each case would probably be 
different and should be considered on its own merits; thus a structure would not be necessary; 
nor would it work. 

The Faculty Training fellowships were established at the outset and were offered for 
some ten years until the whole fellowship program was reorganized in 1972-73.  However, lists 
of faculty trainees between 1962 and 1972 do not show many liberal arts college teachers among 
the recipients of this category of grants.  Many of the grantees appear to have come from large 
universities many of which had established South Asian studies programs. 

The controversial question of an undergraduate program under AIIS auspices was also on 
the Oberlin agenda.  While its chief proponent, Henry Hart of the University of Wisconsin, did 
not participate, his new (as of 1961) colleague, sociologist Joseph Elder, did attend and 
addressed the question.  Elder was familiar with the needs and capacities of undergraduates after 
two years (1959-61) on the faculty of Oberlin College itself (within one year of arriving at the 
University of Wisconsin in 1961, Elder became the faculty coordinator of the University of 
Wisconsin’s College Year in India program).  Some conference participants expressed the hope 
that the AIIS would develop an undergraduate component, since it was evident that college 
students wanted to go to India and “...if they are to benefit from a year in India, some kind of 
organized program is essential; individual colleges are hardly in a position to sponsor such 
programs.”18  In reply to this concern, Elder described what he understood of the new Wisconsin 
program -- a joint effort of the University with Lawrence and Beloit Colleges with initial 
Carnegie Corporation funding.  He reported that Wisconsin hoped to include more colleges in 
this program and “...that eventually the program will be connected with the Institute.”19 

Brown and Singer repeated their misgivings on the subject, couched in terms of the 
skepticism expressed regarding an undergraduate component both by the U.S. Embassy in New 
Delhi as well as, in Brown’s words: 
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The persons with whom I have consulted in our Mission in Karachi 
[who] feel that an undergraduate program is a most dubious 
venture.20 

 
The issue for the AIIS was, at least temporarily, laid to rest.  Notwithstanding such 

official skepticism, the University of Wisconsin College Year in India program, starting with 
five students in 1961, has in its three decades of operation (and with its extension into Nepal) -- 
under Joseph Elder’s coordination -- proved the skeptics wrong on all counts.  It is very popular 
and successful, and many of its graduates have indeed gone on into serious South Asian study 
and research.  As recipients of the AIIS Junior and Senior fellowships, they have manifested the 
eventual connections with the Institute that Elder envisaged.  

The ideas of both Brown and Hart were thus realized in parallel rather than integral form. 
 Undergraduates have fed into the AIIS in an important way, providing a pool of motivated 
young students whose initial year in India led them to graduate studies and in due course to AIIS 
support for advanced research. 

 
5. Accomplishments and General Context of the First Year 
The intensive organizational activities in the U.S. and negotiations of a handful of 

scholars with governments and foundations and educational officers in India paid off with an 
American Institute of Indian Studies established and functioning in Poona by mid-1962 and 
entrenched in fifteen American institutions of higher learning.  While many persons were 
involved in Institute affairs, the indefatigable and always optimistic W. Norman Brown was 
clearly in overall charge and on top of even the smallest details.  With Brown at the Philadelphia 
end (when he was not shuttling back and forth to India) and D. D. Karve firmly and efficiently in 
control in Poona, the Institute got off to a productive and auspicious start.  South Asian studies in 
the U.S. thereby received an all-important organizational focus for work in the subcontinent that 
built upon the network of South Asia Language and Area Centers almost simultaneously being 
developed throughout the U.S. with massive federal funding under the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958. 

The period 1961-62 was significant also for several developments that would have an 
impact on the future of South Asian studies in the United States.  The establishment of the 
Library of Congress “Public Law 480” acquisitions program promised critical building of 
collections of South Asian material in a dozen research libraries, later extended to more than 
thirty.  In the first euphoric year of the Kennedy administration the formation of the Peace Corps 
sent hundreds of volunteers to India, many of whom returned to enter graduate school and go 
into serious study of South Asia, contributing thereby to the enlargement of the pool of 
Americans sympathetic to, and knowledgeable about, India and it neighbors.  And filling out the 
matrix for the beginnings of the AIIS, the years 1961 and 1962 were years of Indo-American 
good relations, with popular U.S. Ambassadors Ellsworth Bunker and John Kenneth Galbraith 
stationed in New Delhi.  
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CHAPTER I.  FOUNDING THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES (AIIS) 
 
I. D. DEDICATION OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES: 1964 
 1. Dedication of the AIIS: 7 February 1964 

If the American Institute was functioning by the end of 1962 in its central role of 
receiving and assisting Fellows, it was not yet formally dedicated and introduced to the 
community of scholars in India.  Its formal dedication took place on 7 February 1964 at its 
headquarters on the campus of the Deccan College, Poona.  By then the Institute had recruited 
McCrea Hazlett of the University of Rochester to be the American Resident Director, the first 
batch of Fellows had successfully come and carried out their tasks, and the larger second batch 
was engrossed in its work.  The number of American institutions that had joined the AIIS had 
grown from fifteen to twenty-four in just over a year.  Without a doubt, the Institute was proving 
itself capable of carrying out its mission and was gaining the confidence of the American South 
Asianist community as well as of funding agencies. 

Formal occasions are important in the lives of both individuals and institutions.  Thus the 
public event on 7 February 1964 was the culmination of W. Norman Brown’s efforts to build an 
American academic connection with India that would result in enhanced knowledge and 
understanding in the United States of Indic civilization and would also bring together American 
and Indian academics for intellectual exchange. 

To witness the dedication, the Institute invited more than seven hundred scholars and 
government officials -- both American and Indian -- local editors, and prominent citizens of 
Poona, to meet on 7 February 1964 on the campus of the Deccan College where it had leased 
office and residential space. 

The evening ceremony began with the Institute President Brown’s succinct review of the 
nearly forty years of efforts to establish an American scholarly outpost in India to assist 
American scholarship on India.  He recounted the various steps taken in the development of 
Indian studies in America and in facilities for American research in India, particularly in the 
post-World War II period.  His speech ended with these words: 

 
And now, as the most lately devised instrument to further those 
studies is the American Institute of Indian Studies, designed to 
discover facts through research, marshal and analyze them, and 
then if such research is to achieve its purpose, to understand and 
communicate their significance.  This is the final end of 
scholarship.  This is the assignment of this Institute.1 
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Illustration 4 
Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit speaking at the dedication of the AIIS, 7 February 1964, Deccan College campus, Poona, 

Maharashtra.  (l. to r.) Governor of Maharashtra (and sister of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru) Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit; Mayor 
of Poona, Rohidas Kirad; Vice Chancellor of Poona University, D. V. Potdar; AIIS President, W. Norman Brown; First American 
Resident Director, McCrea Hazlett; American Consul General in Bombay, Milton C. Rewinkel. 
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Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit, sister of India’s Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, and 

herself the second Ambassador of independent India to the U.S. (1949-52), next spoke in her 
capacity as Governor of Maharashtra.  Drawing on her two decades of association with the 
United States, she emphasized the need for intellectual interchange and mutual understanding, 

 
...of our civilizations, our cultures, and our languages, 
 

and said that, 
 

the American Institute of Indian Studies is going to play a very 
fine part in building bridges necessary for India and America to 
cross over to each other, and in building other bridges by means of 
which India and America can join in reaching other sections of the 
human race.2 

 
That Mrs. Pandit was present both in her capacity as Governor of the state in which 

Poona was located, and also as a member of the Nehru family, was a pleasant coincidence, since 
W. Norman Brown had long been acquainted with Jawaharlal Nehru as well as an ardent 
advocate of Indian independence during the long nationalist struggle. 

Chester Bowles, the very popular American Ambassador to India (first in 1951-53, and 
then in his second term, 1963-69), was slated to attend and formally inaugurate the AIIS.  
However, his plane developed engine trouble on the way and had to return to Delhi Airport 
earlier in the day.  Much to everyone’s disappointment, his speech had to be read for him.  (It 
was presented by the American Consul General in Bombay, Milton Rewinkel). 

Bowles’ speech was very upbeat about mutual Indo-American relations and 
talked 

 of the  
 
...mushrooming of area studies in American colleges and universities; 
in the large number of exchanges of scholars and specialists between 
India and America, as well as the large-scale procurement of Indian 
publications by the Library of Congress for dispatch to, at that time, 
nearly twenty American research libraries…Reduced to barter terms, 
we are sending India wheat.  India is sending us the printed word.  
Wheat may be the staff of life but, according to Genesis, the word 
came first. 
 

Bowles’ speech concluded: 
 
...we have much to learn from each other...I congratulate you all 
for the success of your initial efforts and declare that this vessel is 
officially launched.3 
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Illustration 5 
Milton C. Rewinkel speaking at the dedication of the AIIS, 7 February, 1964, Deccan College campus, Poona, Maharashtra.  
American Consul General in Bombay, Milton C. Rewinkel, delivered U.S. Ambassador Chester Bowles’ address in Ambassador 
Bowles’ absence.  Seated on the platform (l. to r.) First American Resident Director, McCrea Hazlett; Governor of Maharashtra (and 
sister of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru) Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit; AIIS President, W. Norman Brown; Vice Chancellor of 
Poona University, D.V. Potdar; Mayor of Poona, Rohidas Kirad.
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Two nationally-renowned members of the Poona educational establishment then cordially 
welcomed the Institute.  First came the economist Dhananjay Ramchandra Gadgil, Director of 
the Gokhale Institute of Politics and Economics, who had just accepted the chairmanship of the 
AIIS’ Indian Advisory Committee.  He particularly lauded village-level research by American 
social scientists, saying, 

 
This has been happening for almost twenty years now, and these 
efforts have been increasing steadily.  That they will now be 
organised in this Institute…is, I think, something to be very 
thankful for…I consider myself privileged to be here before you, 
to welcome on behalf of Indian scholars the establishment of this 
Institute.4 

 
The second scholar who greeted the AIIS was the Marathi historian and litterateur Datto 

Vaman Potdar, then Vice-Chancellor of the University of Poona, and, in his capacity as Vice-
Chancellor, the Chairman of the Institute’s Poona Consultative Committee.  Potdar spoke of the 
importance of having the AIIS located in Poona since it would bring added strength to Poona, 
which was already a city of educational institutions.  He added, 

 
May I say that the selection of Poona reveals an added sense of 
pride and affection.  So I promise that here in Poona we shall be 
ever ready to do our best to make pleasant the stays of the 
American scholars who may come over... 

 
He repeated the theme of the Indo-American amity by saying, 

 
I am filled with the spirit of hope as I realise that this channel of 
cooperation between India and America has been founded here in 
Poona.5 

 
Reporters from Poona and Bombay English-language newspapers as well as the local 

Marathi press covered the dedication ceremonies, as did the Bombay branch of the United States 
Information Service.  Thus the AIIS formally became part of the American scholarly effort in 
India and of the Poona educational scene.  Its headquarters remained on the Deccan College 
campus until July 1970 when they were moved to New Delhi. 
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Illustration 6 
(l. to r.)  AIIS President, W. Norman Brown; First American Resident Director, McCrea Hazlett; 
Governor of Maharashtra (and sister of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru) Mrs. Vijaya Lakshmi 
Pandit; First AIIS Indian Administrator, Dr. Dinkar D. Karve. 
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CHAPTER I.  FOUNDING THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES (AIIS) 
 
I. E. ORIGINAL AND SUBSEQUENT PURPOSES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE AIIS 

1. Early Statements of Purpose of AIIS Predecessors 
In the 1920s two American learned societies began efforts to establish an outpost for 

scholarly research in India that eventually became the American Institute of Indian Studies.  
First, in 1922, the Archaeological Institute of America inquired about the possibility of 
undertaking excavations in India, and then, in 1926, the American Oriental Society appointed a 
committee to consider establishing a school in India “...which should be similar in scope, 
character and object to the schools now maintained under American auspices in Athens, Rome, 
Jerusalem and Bagdad, and under French auspices at Hanoy in Indo-China.”  To this end, the 
Board of Directors of the AOS recommended formation of an American School of Indo-Iranian 
Research with headquarters in India.  According to a proposal from the AOS subcommittee 
(chaired by W. Norman Brown) to the American Council of Learned Societies drawn up at the 
Harvard Club in New York on 7 December 1929, the 

 
...scope of research conducted under the school’s auspices should 
be as wide as possible, permitting the investigation of any and 
every phase of Indian and Iranian culture that should seem proper 
to the executive authorities of the school, whether it be literary, 
linguistic, historical, economic, anthropological, ethnological, 
archaeological, or any other.1 … Provision should be made for 
periodically bringing American scholars and students to the School 
to work in the Orient under its auspices...the School should be 
provided with adequate native assistance, consisting of pandits, 
sastris, maulvis, copyists, and others as needed, to assist scholars 
in their work, and with any needed mechanical equipment, such as 
phonographs.2 

 
By 1934, when the American School of Indic and Iranian Studies -- the name changed 

slightly from the outset -- with W. Norman Brown as President was incorporated (14 June 1934), 
the “...purposes and objects of the society” were spelled out in the third article of the Certificate 
of Incorporation: 
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The purposes and objects of the society are to promote the study 
and teaching and to extend the knowledge of the languages, 
literatures, geography, history, art, archaeology, religion, 
philosophy, anthropology, and other aspects of the cultures of 
India and Persia, and related cultures, by affording educational 
opportunities to graduates of American colleges and universities, 
and to other qualified students, by the prosecution of original 
research, excavations, and explorations, and by cooperation with 
others in such undertakings, and by the collection and 
dissemination of the results of the research, excavations, and 
explorations.3 

 
This statement of the organizations’ aims and objects became the model for subsequent 

incarnations of the School, the final one being the American Institute of Indian Studies in 1961. 
In 1939, in a survey of Indic studies in America, W. Norman Brown wrote that to 

develop such studies: 
 
...we need a strong American school in India, 
 

that, 
 

...will establish headquarters in Benares, where it will serve as a 
center of training for younger American scholars, provide a radial 
point for the use of Americans conducting humanistic research in 
India, and participate in the re-evaluation of Indic culture which 
the Indians are making for themselves.4 

 
2. Stated Functions of the American Institute of South Asian Studies 
In 1951 the Joint Committee on Southern Asia, chaired by W. Norman Brown, issued a 

report of the deliberations of the large-scale conference held in Philadelphia in December 1949 
to assess the state of American studies of the subcontinent and South-East Asia.  This survey 
reflected greatly widened scope and suggested increased functions for what had become, on 
paper at least, the American Institute of South Asian Studies, the legal successor to the American 
Institute of Indic and Iranian Studies.  For one thing, the social sciences were added to the 
humanities as fields the Institute would cover if it became implemented.  The Institute was to 
guide and assist visiting Americans in research matters as well as in such practical matters as 
obtaining government approvals, securing local assistants, and the like.  In addition, according to 
the report, 

 
While the prime purpose of the Institute will be to furnish aid and 
direction for American scholars and students in Southern  
Asia, it can be of great value in many other directions.  It could 
undertake field research projects for government agencies or other 
American organizations. 

 
Furthermore, the Joint Committee said that the hoped-for Institute 
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...could furnish aid and direction to nationals of Southern Asia 
countries going as students or scholars to the United States. 

 
And even more ambitiously, 

 
If so desired by the American libraries interested in the area the 
Institute could serve as expediter or purchasing agent for books of 
Southern Asia imprint and for government documents. 

 
In addition, the Institute could be the agent for acquiring ethnological or art materials for 
American museums. 

If that was not enough, the Institute could serve 
 
as a diffusion center for American research techniques and 
standards of scholarship...[and] would stimulate interest in 
American methods. 
 

Finally, 
 

The Institute could aid the national governments of Southern Asia 
in selecting and utilizing the services of specialized Unites States 
personnel in advisory or administrative capacities. 

 
The report grandly concluded, 

 
Thus the American Institute would serve the needs of both the 
United States and the countries of Southern Asia.5 

 
The 1949 conference and its 1951 report constituted the most ambitious and wide-

ranging description of purposes and functions of a possible American outpost in India, offering 
what was thought to be western, and especially American, advanced research methods, 
particularly in the social sciences.  When in 1961 reality replaced dreams, the scope and nature 
of an American institute proved to be far more modest.  A decade -- from 1951 to 1961 -- of 
individual and team projects in India had tempered the earlier over-ambitious and sometimes 
patronizing approach, and engendered a realistic sensitivity to work in the Indian setting.  In 
addition, other agencies had been formed to take care of many of the proposed functions, e.g., 
acquisition of library materials was planned by the Library of Congress, and the Fulbright 
program was in charge of an exchange program: selecting and dispatching South Asian nationals 
for teaching and study to the United States, as well as sending American scholars to lecture and 
do research in India.6  Some suggestions were made from time to time to make the American 
Institute of Indian Studies more of a reciprocal operation.  One early, forceful proposal was made 
in 1961 by an American official in Bombay in a letter to Norman Brown.  Phillips Bradley, the 
U.S. Information Services’s Chief Cultural Affairs Officer, wrote that he hoped: 
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...the Institute would be set up in such a way as to provide for an 
Indian Deputy Director of outstanding repute [he suggested D. D. 
Karve for this position] to serve as a counterpart for the American 
Director and to give the Institute the kind of psychological 
reception here which would...advance not only its acceptance but 
its welcome in the Indian academic world. 

 
Bradley’s letter continued: 

 
The second point I made [to McCrea Hazlett who had just visited 
Bombay] was that I thought it would enormously enhance the local 
welcome of the Institute if, in its funds (both P. L. 480 and 
dollars), provision could be made for sending two reasonably 
mature Indian scholars to the United States annually to explore 
aspects of American Civilization – on the same spirit and ways of 
operating as the American coming here to the Institute will do in 
India.  Now that I have your proposed budget, I note that a total of 
18 American Senior or Faculty Fellows are being budgeted.  My 
suggestion was a guess in the dark -- but I would still recommend 
two; the ratio of one to nine does not seem to me too high a ratio.  
A gesture of this kind on the part of the American universities 
listed as the original members (and others whom I assume will join 
the enterprise) would, it seems to me, yield rich results not only in 
Indian interest but in some very helpful writing about America.  
Maybe the Institute would discover a Tocqueville or a Bryce!7 

 
3. Stated of Scope and Functions of the American Institute of Indian Studies: 1961 
When in January 1961 rupee funding of an institute under Public Law 480 became a 

distinct possibility, the scope was narrowed to India alone, rather than South Asia as a whole, 
and the ambitious list of functions proposed in 1951 was greatly curtailed.  The “Proposal” of 31 
January 1961 prepared in New Delhi by W. Norman Brown and the Wisconsin Survey Team in 
conjunction with the American Embassy’s Cultural Officer stated: 

 
The principal educational purposes which may be sought are, first, 
obtaining new knowledge of India through scholarly research, 
second, training American specialists on India in the various 
academic disciplines, and third, incorporating some knowledge of 
India and some sense of its relevance to our own national concerns 
in the general education of large numbers of Americans.  All these 
purposes are vital to the national need of developing citizen 
comprehension of India’s situation and of her background and 
aspirations -- comprehension commensurate with the intensive and 
lasting relationships which are now being established between the 
two countries in the sphere of economic development and 
international cooperation...What we propose, in the briefest 
language, is an American Institute of Indian Studies, to be located 
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within India, and to take full benefit of the Indian setting and of the 
scholarly resources of India to serve the above purposes.8 

 
Since the scholar-proposers were hoping to fund their institute at least in part from the 

newly-available rupee funds authorized by the U.S. Congress for educational activity to enhance 
mutual understanding between the U.S. and India, the stated purposes now included concern for 
the national interest and a general goal of international understanding.  This represented, as the 
“Proposal” put it, “a proper claim upon public funds.” 

The “Proposal” then proceeded: 
 
The Institute will be designed and established to support the 
advancement of knowledge and understanding of India primarily 
through studies in that country by Americans.9 

 
Then it spelled out three categories of American it planned to select for fellowships, plus 
detailing the kind of advanced language instruction and other services the Institute might 
provide, both in its planned headquarters in Poona and in its proposed regional centers in New 
Delhi, Calcutta, and Madras. 

By the time the Institute had been organized in the spring and summer of 1961, the 
Certificate of Incorporation, drawn up on 4 October 1961, stated broadly and simply in Article 3 
the objects and purposes to be promoted or carried on as follows: 

 
To support the advancement of knowledge and understanding of 
India, primarily through studies in that country by Americans with 
respect to India and related countries and cultures by means which 
shall include, but shall not be limited to, providing educational 
facilities and opportunities to qualified scholars and students, by 
the prosecution of research and training, by cooperation with 
others in such undertakings, and by giving assistance in the 
publication and dissemination of the results of these endeavors.10 

 
4. Reconsideration of Functions: 1969 
The Institute’s Committee on Structure and Organization (McCrea Hazlett, Richard Park, 

Richard Lambert, plus invitees Edward Dimock and Ralph Retzlaff) called a major conference 
for 2-4 May 1969 at Timber Cove, California.  This meeting of nearly half of the Institute’s 
trustees and most of the officers was held to examine the organization’s administration and 
performance after its seven years of operation and to re-evaluate its purposes in the light of 
changing conditions in both India and the U.S. that had led to Indo-American relations quite 
different from when the Institute was established. 

A major concern of the Timber Cove Conference centered on the Smithsonian 
Institution’s request in early 1969 that the AIIS act as Smithsonian’s administrative agent in 
India.  Participants worried that if the AIIS took over such a task, “...the size of the program and 
its diversity might divert us from our core function which was to provide and manage research 
grants for graduate students and faculty.”11  [As we shall discuss in detail later on, the Institute 
did eventually enter into a fruitful and mutually satisfactory long-lasting relationship with the 
Smithsonian Institution.] 
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Discussion of the Smithsonian issue led to reconsideration of AIIS functions and 
projection of additional possible functions.  Participants agreed that the AIIS “...should retain as 
its main function the administration of grants and fellowships for individual scholars working in 
India and for encouraging such institutional research projects for which funding was available.” 

In addition to its core function, the conference specified the following as deserving 
attention: 

 
1. preparing a newsletter reporting...activities of individuals and institutions 

concerned with social science and humanistic research in India; 
2. facilitating better working relationships between American scholars and the 

growing number of research institutes in India; 
3. facilitating the close relationship between American scholars and their Indian 

counterparts...; 
4. facilitating the collaboration and mutual association between the individuals 

working in applied disciplines and those more characteristic of AIIS colleagues.12 
 
Clearly, the AIIS was contemplating moving away from the campus-based research and 

language-training character that W. Norman Brown had envisaged and established at the Deccan 
College in Poona to a more administrative and service nature that inexorably dictated the move 
of headquarters to New Delhi within a few years.  As Brown sat through the conference 
proceedings, he cannot have been particularly happy with the direction things were taking.  But 
times and conditions were changing, and rapidly. 

 
5. Broadening the Scope and Increasing the Functions of the AIIS 
As a voluntary association of scholars that had established a consortium of forty-five [as 

of 1993] American colleges and universities to act primarily as a fellowship-granting agency, the 
AIIS gradually assumed additional functions.  In 1979, for example, the Institute submitted a 
proposal to the Smithsonian that indicated its willingness to include natural sciences in its 
fellowship categories.  This submission for long-term funding summarized the Institute and its 
character as follows: 

 
The Institute is prepared to support work in any of the recognized 
social and natural sciences and in the humanities, by an American 
at any recognized institution anywhere in the world, or by scholars 
and students of any nationality at any recognized American 
institution...Thus, the Institute has a national character and status 
which cannot be overemphasized.  Apart from USEFI and the 
Indo-U.S. Subcommission on Education and Culture, the Institute 
is the major channel of scholarly and academic exchange between 
India and the United States.  It is far larger than either of the other 
programs, and has a complementary distribution with them: AIIS 
is primarily concerned with already committed scholars of South 
Asia, while USEFI and the Subcommission have a less specifically 
academic orientation.13 
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In a statement written for fund-raising and Congressional lobbying (9 March 1983) 
Harold Gould (University of Illinois’ Institute Trustee who served on the Development 
Committee) stated that the AIIS’ purpose: 

 
...is to facilitate scholarship on India: the training of young 
scholars in the languages, history, politics, economics, sociology, 
anthropology and arts of India and the region to which it belongs, 
and to promote advanced scholarship on these topics by senior 
scholars. 

 
He continued: 

 
The work of the Institute is a major link in the network of 
American agencies and institutions whose purpose is to create and 
maintain a reservoir of expertise on the world areas with which the 
American nation and its policy-making branches are increasingly 
compelled to deal.14 

 
Gould went on to note that the U.S. Government: 

 
...has profited both directly and indirectly from the South Asia 
expertise which the AIIS has been instrumental in generating.  
India specialists frequently consult with State Department and 
other federal officials on South Asia policy-making.  Many have 
lectured at the Foreign Service Institute.  A professor of political 
science who has been both a trustee and a grantee of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies was for years responsible for organizing 
courses and colloquia on India and South Asia for this educational 
arm of the Department of State.15 

 
Gould further suggested that South Asia experts created through AIIS programs would be 

able to apply their expertise to help the 
 
U.S. come to grips with the pluralistic and competitive forces 
which increasingly determine...long-term international roles.16 

 
He pleaded for rapid upgrading of American public knowledge of South Asia because U.S.: 

 
...national interests are being profoundly challenged there and will 
continue to be.17 

 
As he put it: 

The pool of India and South Asia expertise which the AIIS is 
centrally involved in sustaining has a critical role to play in 
maintaining the foundations of this knowledge and 
understanding.18 
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In concluding his statement, Gould noted that: 

 
...the partnership between the Institute, Smithsonian, the Congress 
and the Administration must also be continued wherever and as 
much as possible. 

 
For, as he maintained, 

 
...in the end the American Institute of Indian Studies’ programs are 
an integral part of the national interest which has been and can 
continue to be carried out in a cost-effective way.19 

 
Such a statement, while made for fund-raising purposes, clearly reflected the 

development of a publicly more activist and applied objective for the AIIS than had existed in its 
early years when scholarly research for the advancement of understanding of Indic civilization 
was its major goal. 
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CHAPTER II.  AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 
II. A. THE AIIS CORPORATION AND ITS MEMBERS 

1. Question: Non-Corporate or Corporate Character? 
At the Interuniversity Conference to Establish an American Institute for [sic] Indian 

Studies held in New York on 30 April 1961, attended by faculty and administrative 
representatives of fifteen American institutions of higher learning, plus a representative from the 
Ford Foundation, considerable discussion developed over the form such an institute should take. 

Two perspectives were put forward.  The first perspective argued that the institute should 
be a non-corporate body consisting of “...a membership organization with the operating officials 
of one university taking charge.”  The Association for Asian Studies with the University of 
Michigan hosting its secretariat since 1955 was the model for this perspective.  A proponent 
stated that, 

 
...legal entities to carry out the job should be avoided.1 

 
The second perspective: 
 

...maintained that the operation of the Institute would be too 
complex for a simple quasi-voluntary organization.  

 
A proponent of this argument noted that the Institute: 

 
...would have to handle large sums of money, enter into contractual 
relations with the Department of State, etc., solicit funds, etc.  It 
would have a capital construction; it would involve staff 
appointment and matters of promotion.  Legally a corporation is a 
much sounder and effective body than a simple voluntary group.  
Then, too, it is a question as to what university would want to take 
on the “legal” functions.2 

 
Some participants pointed out that 

 
...in practice government support is easier for a corporation to 
obtain than for a single university, 
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and that there would be benefit from a corporate form with a manageable board of trustees and a 
single director of the administrative staff.  One university representative argued that 

 
...a single unit would be more vulnerable to attack than a corporate 
body.3 

 
The result of this discussion was that a corporate structure was deemed preferable. 

This organizing group then elected an Executive Committee that consisted of W. Norman 
Brown; Henry Hart; Richard L. Park; Milton Singer; and Joan Bondurant.  This committee spent 
the next few months drawing up a charter and Bylaws.  As Brown noted in a letter (22 May 
1961) to Malcolm Willey of the University of Minnesota inviting him to join the above-
mentioned five persons to organize the incorporation of the planned institute: 

 
[Richard L.] Park based his drafts upon the certificate of 
incorporation and bylaws of the old American school of Indic and 
Iranian Studies,4 

 
set up, as we may recall in 1934!  By October 1961 all was in place for the step to make the 
Institute a legal reality. 

 
2. Members of the Corporation: Charter, and Classes A and B 
The American Institute of Indian Studies became a Corporation, established on 4 October 

1961 in the state of Delaware.  According to Article I, Section 1.01 of the Bylaws, fourteen 
American institutions of higher learning were deemed to be “Charter Members” of the 
Corporation.  Members were divided into two categories, Class A and Class B.  At the outset 
there were twelve members in Class A, and two in Class B, as follows: 

 
Class  A 

 
Arizona 

California-Berkeley 
Chicago 

Claremont 
Cornell 
Duke 

 
 
 

Hawaii 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

Pennsylvania 
Rochester 
Wisconsin 
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Class  B 
   

American      Columbia 
 
 Despite the clear listing in every revision of the Bylaws of fourteen Charter Members, W. 
Norman Brown persisted in reporting that the AIIS “was incorporated by fifteen universities” 
and in mentioning “the original fifteen founding members.”5  At the Dedication ceremonies on 7 
February 1964 Brown stated: 

 
“The Institute was created in 1961-62 by fifteen American 
universities.”6 

 
Brown seems to have confused the fifteen institutions that met on 30 April 1961 to organize the 
AIIS with the actual number off fourteen that were legally deemed to be “Charter Members” and 
listed in Article I.  The fifteenth member, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), 
joined very shortly after the incorporation of the AIIS. 

Be that as it may, during the next three decades of existence the Institute added members 
of both classes in accordance with Section 1.02 of the Bylaws, “Additional Members,” that 
stated: “Any generally recognized institution of higher leaning, or association of such 
institutions, shall be eligible, upon application to and election by vote of a three-fourths majority 
of the Board of Trustees of the Corporation, to become either a Class A or a Class B Member of 
the Corporation...” 

After the Bylaws revision of 20 March 1986, the phrase “...or non profit corporation 
composed of independent scholars of South Asia” was added to Section 1.02, and the 
Independent Scholars of South Asia (ISOSA) became a Class B Member in 1989. 

Over the first three decades (1961-93) a significant increase in the overall number of 
members occurred, together with shifts in the number of members according to class.  In 1993 
there were forty-five members, with fourteen in Class A -- a figure that remained constant since 
1979 -- and thirty-one in Class B, a figure achieved after considerable fluctuation (thirty-three 
was the highest, achieved in 1991 and 1992). 

From the outset, Class A Members paid $2,500 annually as membership dues, while 
Class B Members paid one-fifth of that, or $500.  While the Board of Trustees was empowered 
to revise annual dues, the original fees, with a 5:1 ratio between classes, remained unchanged for 
many years. 

Class A Members were entitled to be represented on the Board by two trustees, “one of 
whom must be a member of the faculty in good standing” (Article III, Section 3.01).  Early on it 
was felt that inclusion of administrators of member institutions would encourage visibility and 
support for the Institute.  During the first ten years, most Class A Members did send a dean or 
provost’s representative to the Annual Meetings. (Cornell continued until 1979 to send an 
administrator as one of its trustees). 

After 1970 Class B Members were permitted under Section 3.02 to send one trustee each 
to the board, and that person could be either a faculty member or an administrator.7  In practice, 
most Class B trustees were faculty (a detailed analysis of the Board of Trustees follows in a later 
section). 

 
3. Meeting of Members and Voting Rights 
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The Bylaws of the Corporation stipulated in Article II that the Members meet annually at 
a place determined by the Board of Trustees.  The Meeting of Members was chaired by the 
President of the Corporation (Section 2.06), and a quorum “of a majority of the members 
including a majority of Class A Members” was required (Section 2.05).  Members of the 
Corporation elected the Executive Committee (Section 4.09) and other officers by mail ballot, 
and the results were announced at the Annual Meeting of Members.  All other business was 
transacted by the Board of Trustees that met immediately following the Meeting of Members and 
was chaired by the Chair of the Board. 

When the Ad Hoc Constitutional Revision Committee was established in 1988 with 
Lelah Dushkin of Kansas State University as Chair, Article II of the Bylaws regarding the 
meetings of Members proved to be very confusing.  Since the original Bylaws restricted voting 
in Members’ Meetings to Class A Members, the Committee proposed changes “to bring the 
bylaws into conformity with our present procedures and to cope with various anomalies.”8  One 
version of the proposed Bylaws revision suggested eliminating Article II altogether.  However, 
after advice on adherence to corporation law, it turned out that the Institute was obligated by its 
charter to continue holding both the Annual Meeting of Members and an Annual Meeting of the 
Board of Trustees.  As Dushkin explained in her memo: 

 
One of the most confusing provisions in the past was the 

distinction between the meetings of Members and the meetings of 
Trustees, especially since only the Class A Members could vote at 
Members’ meetings.  For technical reasons having to do with the 
corporation law under which we are chartered, we have to retain 
the legal fiction of both meetings in order to be able to elect 
officers by mail ballot (Trustees cannot vote by mail; Members 
can, but only on officers and resolutions put by the Board).  But 
now Class B Members can vote, and Class A Members have two 
votes.  In future, our annual meetings will have to begin with a 
Members’ meeting at which the results of the mail elections (Exec. 
Comm., Vice Pres., etc.) will be announced.  We will then adjourn 
and go directly into a Trustees meeting.9 

 
Dushkin further explicated this complicated procedure in her covering letter of 14  

November 1989 when she sent the latest edition of the proposed new Bylaws to the Executive 
Committee: 
 

The logic is as follows: Under corporation law, Trustees (who are 
equivalent to Directors) cannot vote by proxy or by mail, but must 
vote only at meetings where they can discuss issues.  Members 
(equivalent to stockholders) can give proxies and vote by mail, but 
only on electing Directors and Resolutions put to them by the 
Board.  Our Members do not elect Trustees at the Members 
meeting, since each Member names its own, but Members can 
elect officers (normally elected by the Directors) if this is 
stipulated in the bylaws.  The advantage of having the members 
(rather than Trustees) elect the Executive Committee and other 
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Officers is that they can do so by mail ballot, as we have been 
doing for years.  But since this is technically considered a form of 
proxy there has to be a Meeting of Members the proxies are for.10 

 
In an effort to explain the long-standing discrepancy between the two classes of 

members, Donald Murray -- a member of the Dushkin committee -- offered some “Historical 
Notes” to be distributed along with proposed Bylaws revisions: 

 
...note should be made of the reasons for the distribution between 
the voting powers of the A and B Members.  In the 1960-61 period 
there were 12 or 13 South Asia Area and Language Centers that 
received federal funding.  These centers could afford to pay higher 
dues and were in a much stronger academic position to get the 
Institute underway.  There was also a feeling on the part of some A 
Member institutions that they did not want institutions with less 
prestige in the field to control the Institute based on the sheer 
number of members.  Essentially this was accomplished by having 
a meeting of Members precede the meeting of the Trustees.  At the 
Members Meeting only the Class A Members could vote.  
Presumably they would set the agenda for the year and then in turn 
to the Trustees, i.e., all Members, to carry out the program 
established by the Class A Members.  In actual practice this never 
happened and a brief perfunctory Members Meeting was held to 
satisfy the Bylaws followed immediately by the Trustees meeting 
which operated pretty much as we do today.11  

 
During W. Norman Brown’s presidency (1961-71), the distinction between the two 

meetings was not clearly observed since Brown throughout his tenure was both Corporation 
President and effectively Chair of the Board of Trustees, although the post was not separately 
and officially listed until 1970-71 when McCrea Hazlett assumed it. 

After 1974, when Class B Members began their predominance over Class A Members 
with an upward curve that showed well over twice the number of B Members (thirty-one) to A 
(fourteen), questions began to be asked about the continued propriety of Class A voting 
dominance.  Bylaws revisions in both 1986 and 1990 addressed and solved these questions. 

Theoretically, but apparently not always in practice, the Call to Order and Roll Call of 
Members at the Annual Meeting was to be made by the President of the Corporation.  For 
example, according to the minutes of the 1992 Annual Meeting: “in accordance with the 
constitution and Bylaws, Edward C. Dimock, Jr., Chairman of the Board, called to order a 
meeting of the members.” (p. 1).  This despite Section 2.06 of the Bylaws that stated clearly: “At 
every meeting of the members, the President, or in his absence, the Vice-President..., shall act as 
chairman....”  Presumably Joseph Elder, the President, who was present, should have called the 
meeting of members to order.  The 1992 minutes then reported, after a quorum was declared, that 
“The trustees were then requested to represent the members to conduct the business of the 
Institute, with the Chair of the Board [Dimock] presiding.” 

 
4. Committees on Memberships 
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From the very beginning the Institute from time to time set up committees to devise and 
evaluate criteria for membership as well as for benefits and responsibilities of membership at 
both Class A and Class B levels.  For the first few years these appear to have been standing 
committees of three or four persons, primarily trustees from Class A Member institutions. 

By 1975 the Committee on Membership seems to have become ad hoc, being set up to 
respond to changing circumstances.  The 1974 Committee, which consisted of Robert Crane 
(Chair), Ainslie Embree and Donald Murray, considered “all relevant issues concerning 
membership and categories of membership” in the overall context of drastic reductions of 
funding to South Asia programs.12 

A major concern of the Crane Committee was that Class A Members who paid the 
highest dues should be assured of getting their fair share of fellowships.  The needs of Class B 
Members would be subordinated to those of Class A.  Institutions would then be seen to gain 
benefits from AIIS membership in proportion to their input so that they could justify their 
continued affiliation with the AIIS to their respective administrations. 
 The Committee also recommended that Class A Members not be permitted to revert to 
Class B status “...unless special circumstances, such as a considerable decrease in [South 
Asianist] graduate students and faculty has taken place.”13  In addition, they suggested that no 
new Class B Members be added “except in very special circumstances...where an institution was 
starting a new program,” for example.14 

The next major ad hoc Committee on Membership was set up in 1991, composed of 
Austin Creel as Chair and Robert Goldman and Frederick Asher as members.  The Committee’s 
report, submitted to the Executive Committee and voted on, on 1 April 1992, in a major policy 
statement clarified the distinction between Class A and Class B Members, and affirmed the 
prohibition on reversion to Class B status from Class A.  As the motion put before the Executive 
Committee stated: 

 
...the distinction between Class A and B institutions in the Institute 
turns on the scope of the respective programs in Indian Studies.  
(For example, Class A schools would be recognized as in the 
forefront of scholarly work on India, measured especially in the 
preparation of the next generation of scholars and teachers.)  The 
Executive Committee is to be guided by this in consideration of 
new membership applications, and when there is a significant 
augmentation in the scope of work of a Class B Member which 
corresponds to the Class A Member classification, that member 
should be urged to seek Class A membership.  The present policy 
for Class A Members wishing to transfer to Class B status is 
affirmed and elaborated: there is the option of resigning as a Class 
A Member and re-applying for Class B, with the appropriateness 
of its program of teaching and research on India the criterion 
applied by the Executive Committee to the consideration of the 
application.15 

 
There were six instances between 1961 and 1973 of reversion from Class A to B.  Of 

these, three represented a lower level of the South Asia program at their institutions and 
consequent inability to justify the higher cost to their administration: Hawaii (Charter Member, 
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A from 1961-71, and B 1971 +); Syracuse (Charter Member, A from 1963-73, and B 1973 +); 
Missouri (Charter Member, A from 1968-71, and B 1971 +).  The other three: Claremont 
Graduate School, a Charter Member, was Class A from 1961-65, then Class B from 1965-76, at 
which point it dropped its membership altogether.  Arizona, another Charter Member, was Class 
A from 1961-63 when it dropped out, resuming membership in 1978 as Class B.  Rochester, 
another Charter Member, was Class A from 1961-71 when it resigned, to be re-admitted in 1986 
as Class B. 

Conversely, three institutions that became major South Asia centers began as Class B and 
upgraded to Class A.  These were: Columbia (Charter Member, B level from 1961-66, and A 
1966 +); Texas (B from 1963-66, and A 1966 +); and Washington (B from 1965-68, A 1968 +).  
The State University of New York (SUNY, with representatives variously from its campuses at 
Oyster Bay, Stony Brook, Buffalo, Brockport, and Albany) was a Class B Member from 1963-67 
when it upgraded to Class A until 1970, after which it resigned its membership. 

 
The question of reversion of a Class A Member to Class B status was not hypothetical 

when it was addressed in the 1992 motion noted above.  It arose in 1991 when Duke University 
requested a change from A to B.  Duke argued that since it was no longer a U.S. Department of 
Education National Resource Center, the $2,500 annual dues represented a serious financial 
burden.  Since there were few graduate students at Duke working on South Asia, there would be 
little call for AIIS junior fellowships, for example, making it difficult to persuade the university 
administration of the benefits of Class A level fees.  Duke’s representatives were informed that 
since there was no Bylaw or constitutional provision for changing membership status, the 
university could either withdraw its Class A Membership and re-apply as Class B or refer the 
whole matter to a committee.  The latter option was taken up and discussed by the 1991-92 ad 
hoc Committee on Membership.  This Committee recommended, and the Executive Committee 
accepted, that a Class A Member that wished to change to Class B would have to resign and re-
apply, subject to the review of its program of teaching and research on India that all new 
applicants had to undergo.  As of 1993 Duke remained a Class A Member. 

The 1992 committee report further clarified that “in the case of state systems where 
universities and colleges are constituted separately (in such matters as governance and 
accreditation...)” it is the specific component of that system that pays dues that is the AIIS 
member, rather than the system as a whole (i.e., University of California, University of 
Wisconsin, etc.). 

The question of consortia membership had been actually addressed earlier in the 1975 
report and was accepted by the Trustees in the Board’s meeting on 23 March 1975, with the 
proviso that the consortium take Class A Membership.  By 1980 this policy was reversed with a 
statement in the Executive Committee Minutes (15-16 November 1980) that adding consortia 
was not consistent with the Institute Charter of past practice.  The 1992 Committee on 
Membership Report wanted to clarify this once and for all and recommended that the phrase in 
Bylaw 1.02, “association of such institutions” be deleted.  In the past, the Great Lakes Colleges 
Association (GLCA) had been the sole consortium to have been a member and that was from 
1963-68.  From 1992 on, therefore, only separate institutional members of such an association 
could be an AIIS member; for example, Oberlin College re-joined in 1990 as Class B, having 
previously been involved through the GLCA at the Class A level in 1963-68. 

 
5. Growth and Patterns of Membership 
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Over the Institute’s three decades, fifty-nine institutions had been members, sixteen as 
Class A and forty-three as Class B.  Chart I shows AIIS growth by year, with considerable 
fluctuation between 1969 and 1978 when funding for South Asian studies became problematic, 
but picking up again in the 1980s and into the 1990s.  Chart 1 shows the ratio between Class A 
and Class B Members year by year, with Class A predominating in the first fourteen years, and 
Class B Members surging ahead from 1975 on, despite the recommendation of the 1975 
Membership Committee report of 23 March 1975 that no new Class B Memberships be added 
“except under very special circumstances.”  From 1980 on there appear to have been many 
special circumstances and seemingly many very persuasive applications.  By 1991-92 the total 
membership hit an all-time high of forty-seven for these two years, with thirty-three at the B 
level, well over twice the total of fourteen from Class A Members.  Two dropouts in 1993 (the 
Universities of Connecticut and of South Carolina-Spartanburg) brought it down to forty-five in 
1993, but in 1994 three new members were added for an all-time high of forty-eight.  As Chart 2 
shows, Class A Membership was steady at fourteen members since 1979. 

Of the total membership of forty-eight, 47 members of the AIIS were distributed 
regionally across the U.S. as follows: Midwest, 13; Northeast, 12; Mid-Atlantic, 8; West 
(including Hawaii), 7; Southeast, 6; and Southwest, 1.  The 48th member was the Independent 
Scholars of South Asia organization that had members drawn from many states. 

Of the fifty-nine institutions which have ever been AIIS members - see Chart 3 - two  
Class A and nine Class B Members dropped out for one reason or another at various times. 
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Chart 3: Institutions (59) That Have Ever Been Members of the AIIS 
( As of 1997 ) 

 
Sixteen (16) Institutions in Class A 

 
***    Claremont Graduate School 

Columbia University 
Cornell University 
Duke University 

***    Great Lakes Colleges Association 
Harvard University 

University of Cal-Berkeley 
University of Chicago 
University of Illinois 

University of Michigan 
University of Minnesota 

University of Pennsylvania 
University of Texas 

University of Virginia 
University of Washington 
University of Wisconsin 

( *** = dropouts ) 
 
 

Forty-Three (43) Institutions in Class B 
American University 

Amherst College 
Boston University 

***  Brandeis University 
Brown University 

California State University - Hayward 
***  California State University - Long Beach 

Carleton College 
Colby College 

Colgate University 
***   College of Wooster 

Emory University 
Independent Scholars of South Asia (ISOSA) 

Kansas State University 
Loyola Marymount University, Los Angeles 
***   Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
New York University Institute of Fine Arts 

North Carolina State 
Oakland University 

Oberlin College 
Forty-Three (43) Institutions in Class B  (cont’d) 
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Ohio State University 

Pennsylvania State University 
Princeton University 
Rutgers University 

*** SUNY - at several campuses 
***   Sweetbriar College 

Syracuse University 
Temple University 

University of Arizona 
University of Colorado 

***   University of Connecticut 
University of Florida 
University of Hawaii 
University of Iowa 

University of Maryland 
University of Missouri 

University of North Carolina 
University of Northern Iowa 

University of Pittsburgh 
University of Rochester 

***   University of South Carolina 
***   University of Utah 

Yale University 
( ***  =  dropouts ) 

 
All federally-funded National Resource Centers for South Asian Studies have been Class 

A Members of the AIIS and many of the other American institutions where scholars carried out 
significant teaching and research on South Asia have been members, most of them at the Class B 
level.  To this extent the Institute has reflected the overall American South Asianist scholarly 
community in a very real way and has served a national need.  In addition, competition for 
Institute fellowships has been open to any qualified person of any nationality at an American 
institution, and Americans in India on non-AIIS grants have been welcome to avail themselves 
of a variety of AIIS services in the field. 

 
6. Criteria for Membership 
Both classes of Institute members contribute to the general South Asianist scholarly field 

in the U.S. but in differing ways.  Class A Members are considered to be those places of higher 
education that train large numbers of graduate students, many of whom will constitute the next 
generation of teachers of South Asia studies in American.  Class A institutions’ scholars tend to 
produce the largest amount of highly specialized published work on Indian civilization in this 
country.  Class B Members tend to have fewer students of South Asia, and instruction is at a 
more general level, often at the undergraduate level.  The relationship between the two classes of 
members is, however, interdependent.  Faculty at Class B institutions by and large have been 
trained at Class A Member universities, and Class A institutions have often received as graduate 
students those who began their area interest at Class B colleges and universities. 
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7. Some Problem Applications for AIIS Membership 
In 1980-81 Harvard University applied for membership in the AIIS, proposing Class B 

status on the basis that it did not have an organized large-scale South Asia Center, federally-
funded or otherwise.  However, as Harvard did have a large number of faculty pursuing Indian 
studies of one kind or another and was a well-endowed institution, it was pointed out that it met 
the criteria for Class A Membership rather than Class B.  The upshot of the discussion was that 
Harvard should be accepted at the Class A level or not at all.  So it became a Class A Member in 
1981. 

While Princeton applied in 1989, many felt that as another wealthy Ivy League 
university, it should join as Class A.  However, since Princeton could prove that its South Asia 
offerings were still in a developing stage, after some discussion it was admitted in 1990 as a 
Class B Member. 

Two applications that caused considerable discussion and controversy were those of the 
California Institute of Integral Studies (CIIS) in 1984 and of the Independent Scholars of South 
Asia (ISOSA) in 1985. 

The application, which was ultimately denied, was made in January 1984 by John 
Broomfield who had assumed its presidency in August 1983 after twenty years teaching Indian 
history at the University of Michigan.  While at Michigan, Broomfield had been an AIIS trustee 
for thirteen years, had served as Chair of the Board of Trustees in 1977-78, and Chair of the 
Nominating Committee in 1983.  He was, thus, well acquainted with AIIS people and policies 
and was highly regarded as a South Asianist scholar. 

The California Institute of Integral Studies did not fit easily into the conventions of  
AIIS previous experience.  It began as the California Institute of Asian Studies, founded in 1967 
in the midst of the “New Age” phenomenon that had taken root on the West Coast.  Its central 
message was: 

 
A new world order of peace, freedom and justice can emerge only 
from the cooperation of East and West on the basis of a new global 
vision of humankind’s common destiny.16 

 
In 1980 the Institute evolved out the 1960s-style idealistic and spiritual institution into a 
graduate school committed “to scholarship and practice which integrate the Eastern and Western 
traditions.”  This reorganized school was called the California Institute of Integral Studies, using 
the term “integral” popularized earlier on by Sri Aurobindo from his ashram at Pondicherry 
when he advocated the unity of Eastern and Western intellectual and spiritual traditions through 
his scheme of “integral yoga.” 

According to its Catalog, the educational philosophy of the CIIS encompassed “the 
intellectual, the experiential and the applied.”17  As a graduate school, the CIIS reported that it 
was accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Senior Schools and Colleges first in 1981 and 
re-accredited in March 1984. 

John Broomfield’s application to the AIIS (11 January 1984) stated that the CIIS: 
 
programs are dedicated to the synthesis of Eastern and Western 
traditions and models of knowledge. 
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And he wrote, 
 

Most of our students and faculty are concerned with academic  
questions that make them potential participants in the AIIS 
language, study, and/or research programs.18 

 
Furthermore, he offered the support of the CIIS, 

 
to that consortium which is the American Institute of Indian 
Studies which had done more to sustain the study of South Asia in 
this country than any other single body.19 

 
The March 1984 meeting of the AIIS Executive Committee discussed the application and 

came up with a variety of options, both pro and con.  In favor, “it was thought that the California 
Institute of Integral Studies has a serious concern with Indian studies; a relatively large 
curriculum of India-related courses; and a new President...whose academic qualifications are 
well-known and highly regarded by many in the AIIS.”  On the contrary, the academic quality of 
the CIIS was questioned as was its character as a scholarly institute when compared to other 
AIIS members.  The “practical” and “applied” aspects of its educational philosophy were seen as 
particularly problematic.  Many saw it as an “alternative” institution concerned with India-
related topics and worried that its admission would open the AIIS doors to applications from 
other “alternative” institutions, such as the Maharishi International University in Iowa.  On 
balance, though, the Executive Committee voted to admit the CIIS as a Class B Member. 

However, when the Board of Trustees met the following day, this decision was rejected, 
and a final decision on the matter was tabled.  Broomfield pursued his application and supported 
it further with a letter to the Board of Trustees (24 April 1984) in which he pleaded for continued 
diversity among colleges and universities in the U.S. for: 

 
embattled areas like South Asian studies 

 
that are in any event, 

 
often regarded by our fellow academics as peripheral. 

 
It is important for us, he said, 

 
to preserve niches for the study of India wherever we can [and] the 
California Institute of Integral Studies offers one such niche of 
diversity.20 

 
 Over the next few months the Trustees considered the application after receiving further 
statements pro and con by mail.  The official ballot for admission as AIIS member was sent out 
on 11 July 1984, and, after all the votes were counted, the CIIS application was rejected. 

Charges that the CIIS was far more a “California ‘New Age’ training center for eclectic 
psychotherapists who are inclined to mix a lot of ill-digested Eastern mysticism, a little yoga and 
tantra with their therapeutic training” than an institution heavily devoted to Indological studies 
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apparently carried the day.21  Along with this was the worry that granting agencies might suspect 
the AIIS itself if it were associated with organizations such as the CIIS.  A particularly telling 
criticism was that opening the door to applications from such “alternative,” non-traditional 
institutions, would lead to a dangerous weakening of the AIIS’ reputation with scholars, the  
Congress, and funding agencies.  Thus, the most controversial application for membership was 
effectively shot down. 

A minority felt that the AIIS trustee majority had succeeded in controlling the way 
people perceive South Asian studies: any institution that went beyond “the Academy” was not 
seen as a legitimate member of the South Asian scholarly enterprise in the United States.  As one 
observer put it, if our mission was to spread knowledge about South Asia in the U.S. and to build 
appreciation of its culture, we should use all possible channels.  This person continued, 

 
I wonder if it isn’t presumptuous to want to control alternative 
views.22 

 
A less contentious issue arose over the admissibility of an “Organization of Asian 

Research Scholars” to membership.  This group of non-affiliated South Asian scholars 
comprising those -- a lot of them women -- who either lost university jobs in the retrenchment of 
the early eighties or indeed were never able to land a position, was set up to find a way to 
continue research and gain access to AIIS fellowships for field work.  In late 1984 the AIIS 
Executive Committee appointed a Committee (Richard Tucker, Thomas Metcalf, and John 
Richards) to look into the question.  In March 1985 John Richards recommended on behalf of 
this Committee that the Organization of Asian Research Scholars form an independent body to 
constitute a legal entity that could present itself as a candidate for membership in the AIIS.  If 
the new body were to present its bylaws to the AIIS Executive Committee in late 1985, the 
Trustees could vote on its affiliation at the next meeting in March 1986.  If the application as 
Class B Member were accepted, members of the new group would be eligible to submit 
fellowship applications in the next competition.  However, it was not until 1987 that the 
Independent Scholars of South Asia (ISOSA) was incorporated and duly admitted as a Class B 
Member of AIIS in March 1988, although its members would have to have been a member of 
ISOSA for two years before being eligible to apply for a fellowship. 

 
8. Membership Dues and Fees 
In 1990 when the Institute was casting about for means to raise its revenues, the President 

established a committee chaired by Richard Lariviere to evaluate AIIS dues and fees. 
Since dues had not been changed in the Institute’s three decades of existence, Lariviere 

suggested that doubling the dues and restructuring fellowship fees would yield a tidy annual sum 
that would keep up with inflation and reflect the greatly expanded scope of AIIS services.  In 
particular, it was pointed out that for years all new members had been admitted at Class B level 
and that they tended to obtain services at bargain rates.  Most institutions had little or no need to 
apply for Class A Membership even if their South Asia programs had expanded.  Thus it was 
proposed to levy administrative fees on certain fellowships obtained by scholars at Class B 
institutions and by persons at non-Member institutions.23 

The matter of dues and fees had come to a head after ISOSA’s admission, and after 
persons belonging to ISOSA had garnered eleven fellowships in the first year that members of 
the new organization could apply for fellowships.  Since these persons could avoid, through 
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affiliation with ISOSA, payment of administrative fees expected from non-Member individuals, 
the AIIS stood to lose revenues when a large number of people applied through ISOSA.  This 
organization, many of whose members turned out to be, in fact, affiliated with academic 
institutions (in some cases even holders of regular jobs), came to be seen by some as a 
mechanism for circumventing Institute channels and policy. 

Lariviere was requested to continue his survey of the problems and consider such points 
as possible revision of membership criteria and standards for levying fees as well as possibly 
setting up limits on the number of fellowships a member institution could get.  By October 1990 
Lariviere presented his “Proposals for the Restructuring of the AIIS Dues and Fees” for 
discussion by the Executive Committee.   

Lariviere’s Committee made several decisions.  It was felt that the 5 to1 ratio for dues 
charged to Class A and Class B Members (stipulated in Bylaw 1.04) “was no longer appropriate 
and over the years had resulted in unacceptable inequities.”24  It was therefore resolved to delete 
that section from Bylaw 1.04.  In addition, the Executive Committee rejected raising basic  
members’ dues, relying instead on a “fee-for-service” system to increase revenues.  Accordingly, 
Class A Members would pay administrative fees of $350 for Junior and $500 for Senior 
fellowships, while Class B Members would pay $500 for Junior and $750 for Senior fellowships. 
 Non-Members’ fees would be raised to $750 and $1,000 respectively for Junior and Senior 
fellowships. 
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 
II. B. THE CORPORATION AND ITS BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

1. Number and Powers of Trustees 
The Board of Trustees, or directors of the Corporation, is composed of representatives of 

its Members.  (Unlike directors of most corporations, AIIS Trustees are unpaid volunteers).  
According to the original Bylaws (Section 4.01) adopted in 1961, the Board of Trustees was to 
be formed of representatives of:  “(a) twice the number of Class A Members of the corporation, 
to be appointed as Class A Members, and (b) two-fifths the number of Class B Members (or the 
next whole number if fractional) to be elected by the Class B Members, and (c) such Trustees-at-
Large as shall be elected...”  That meant that from 1961 to 1969 there were a total on the Board 
as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table I: AIIS Trustees by Class Members, Before Timber Cove Conference: 1961-69 
 

Year 
 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

Class A 
 

24 
28 
28 
26 

28 
32 
32 
36 
36 

Class B 
 
1 
3 
4 
5 
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5 
4 
4 
4 
5 

At-Large 
 
 
 
 
1 
 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 
 

25 
31 
32 
32 
33 
37 
37 
41 
42 

 
When the Bylaws were changed in 1970 in response to the reorganization that followed 

the Timber Cove Conference of 1969, the number of Trustees was changed to two each from 
every Class A Member and one each from Class B Members.1    

Thus the total number of Trustees from 1970 to 1995 was as follows, including Trustees-
at-Large: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table II: AIIS Trustees by Class Members, After Timber Cove Conference: 1970-95 
 

Year 1970 1971 1972 1973 
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1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 

 
 

Class A 
28 
28 
28 

28 
26 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
28 
 
 

Class B 
12 
13 

12 
12 
15 
14 
16 
15 
19 
18 
20 
22 
22 
24 
25 
25 
25 
26 
25 
29 
32 
33 
33 
31 
30 
33 
 
 

At-Large 
 

 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 
 

Total 

40 
41 
41 
40 
41 
39 
42 
41 
45 
44 
48 
50 
50 
52 
53 
53 
54 
55 
55 
58 
62 
63 
62 
60 
59 
62

This table shows that the size of the Board increased from forty in 1970 to its highest, 
sixty-three, in 1991, with the size from 1981 to 1995 averaging well over fifty. 

 
2. Quorum and Meetings of AIIS Trustees 
The Corporation’s Bylaws provide that the “Board of Trustees shall have full power to 

conduct, manage and direct the business of the Corporation” (Section 4.02).  A quorum is  
defined as “the presence in person of a majority of all Trustees, including at least one Trustee  
from each of a majority of the Class A Members” (Section 4.08).  The Trustees meet annually, 
and only in one year (-- 1972 --) did they have two meetings.  Table III shows the year, month, 
number, and place of all meetings of the Board of Trustees up to 1997: 
 
 
 
 

Table III: Meetings of AIIS Trustees: 1961-97 
 

Year    Date   Number    Place 
1961 October 7  1st   Chicago 
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1962 October 27  2nd   Philadelphia 
1963 October 25  3rd   Philadelphia 
1964 October 16  4th   Rochester 
1965 October 29  5th   Philadelphia 
1966 December 3  6th   Philadelphia 
1967 October 21  7th   Philadelphia 
1968 October 26  8th   Philadelphia 
1969 October 11  9th   Chicago 
1970 May 9   10th   Manhattan, Kansas 
1971 March 28  11th   Washington, D.C. 
1972 March 29  12th   New York 
1972 September 16-17 13th [Special Meeting] Philadelphia [changed from Minneapolis] 
1973 May 5-6  14th   Chicago 
1974 April 3-4   15th   Boston 
1975 March 23  16th   San Francisco 
1976 March 18  17th   Toronto 
1977 March 24  18th   New York 
1978 March 30  19th   Chicago 
1979 March 29  20th   Los Angeles 
1980 March 20  21st   Washington, D.C. 
1981 March 11  22nd   Toronto 
1982 April 1   23rd   Chicago 
1983 March 24  24th   San Francisco 
1984 March 22  25th   Washington, D.C. 
1985 March 21  26th   Philadelphia 
1986 March 20  27th   Chicago 
1987 April 4   28th   Boston 
1988 March 24  29th   San Francisco 
1989 March 16  30th   Washington, D.C. 
1990 April 4   31st   Chicago 
1991 April 2   32nd   New Orleans 
1992 April 2   33rd   Washington, D.C. 
1993 March 25  34th   Los Angeles 
1994 March 24  35th   Boston 
1995 April 6   36th   Washington, D.C. 
1996 April 11  37th   Honolulu 
1997 March 13  38th   Chicago 

 
Table III shows that for the first decade the Annual Meetings were held in the fall.  But in 

1970, at the Board Meeting held on Manhattan, Kansas on 9 May, it was “Resolved, that, 
whenever possible, the Annual Meetings of the AIIS be held in conjunction with meetings of the 
Association for Asian Studies.” [Minutes, p. 8.]  This has been the case since the 11th meeting of 
the Board in March 1971, with the exception of the 13th -- the second to be held that year -- that 
was a special meeting called to address the critical reorganization agenda occasioned by the first 
Retzlaff Committee report (15 August 1972). 
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While not all Trustees have been able to attend the Annual Meetings, a substantial 
majority usually has.  For ten of the years between 1980 and 1993 the average attendance was 
42.2  In 1994 forty-eight Trustees were present.  That meant that a somewhat unwieldy group 
convened for a day-long session to consider a wide array of issues set forth in reports from the 
President, the Director, and the Chairs of the standing committees, among others.  While such 
reports were circulated in advance in a single large mailing, there was relatively little time for 
discussion in any depth. 

The role of Trustees and the function of the Board’s meetings have been questioned from 
time to time.  As part of the lengthy discussions in 1972-73 on the organization and possible re- 
organization of the AIIS that took place during the Embree presidency, Morris David Morris 
(then at the University of Washington) made some detailed suggestions for operation of the 
Institute in its second decade.  As Morris wrote in September 1972, 

 
Methods of AIIS operations which have been appropriate and 
efficient a decade ago no longer adequately serve our needs.3 

 
Morris commented specifically on the Board’s meetings as follows: 

 
Many have the feeling that our Trustee meetings tend to be routine 
affairs where decisions made elsewhere are merely rubber-stamped 
by the gathering.  On occasion considerable time seems taken up 
by trivia that should not need to be settled by the Trustees.  And 
when matters of substance have to be decided...the Trustees in 
general have not been kept well-enough informed about the issues 
to feel comfortable about their decisions.  Nor is there ever 
adequate time to provide the Trustees with all the necessary 
information at the meetings.  It seems that we need major 
improvements in our communications between the officers and the 
Trustees.  A flow of information that is regular and systematic -- I 
suggest a monthly newsletter from the President that reports on 
activities by officers, publishes Executive Committee minutes, 
describes foreign developments and any other matters which are 
likely to affect the work of the organization -- would ease many of 
our difficulties.  If this newsletter were treated as the prime 
instrument of continuous communication, the Trustees and even 
the Executive Committee would be able to cope more efficiently 
with issues.  Many matters could be resolved more intelligently.4 

 
Nothing seems to have come of Morris’ suggestions except that sometime before 1985 

the length of the annual trustees’ meeting was doubled from half a day to a full day in an effort 
to accommodate discussion and resolution of a burgeoning array of issues. 

That Trustees played a passive role, despite the general powers given them in Bylaw 
Section 4.02 “to conduct, manage and direct the business of the Corporation,” was suggested in a 
1981 letter from Eleanor Zelliot as Chair of the Board to the then-President Dimock.  In it she 
wrote: 
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It seemed to some members [of the Executive Committee] that it 
might be wise to involve some members of the Trustees in various 
aspects of the AIIS, not only to lighten the burden a bit [on the 
President], but also to expose several people to all the different 
facets of the Institute’s operation -- or at least to some of them.  
This would not be a training program for some hand-picked future 
President, but rather an effort to insure that several long-time 
Institute members understood rather fully what the involvements 
and techniques of the Institute are.5 

 
3. Appointment and Terms of AIIS Trustees 
It is the individual member-institutions that designate persons to represent them as AIIS 

Trustees.  Of the two individuals sent by a Class A Member, one must be a faculty member in 
good standing (Section 3.01), while the second may be an administrator.  In practice, by 1995 
both were members of the faculty.  Class B Members have the option of designating either a 
faculty member or an administrative officer.  Here again, by 1995 faculty members were 
ordinarily selected.  (Table IV below shows the number of administrators selected in particular 
years). 

From time to time the question came up of rotation of Trustees from Member institutions. 
 In 1983, for example, John Broomfield, as Chair of the Nominating Committee, wrote to the 
Trustees: 

 
A recurrent topic of conversation among Trustees, and perhaps 
more frequently among other South Asianists [outside the AIIS 
and its Board], has been the relative immutability of the 
membership of the AIIS Board of Trustees and its constituent 
committees.6 

 
His concern over opening up the Executive and other committees eventually resulted in 

some action, but little change was evident over the years in the makeup of the Board of Trustees. 
As Dimock responded to a query on the possibility of limiting terms of trustees: 

 
There should in fact be terms -- the whole question came up in the 
Board itself about the lack, or seeming lack of rotation among 
faculty members at individual institutions and thus representation 
on the board; that is, the same person had a tendency to stay and 
stay and stay, and the university never took notice about this until 
someone brought it up. 

 
Dimock noted that there was no term limit that was not self-imposed, 

 
University X could continue to keep on sending the same 
representative from now until the end of time!7 

 
Dimock suggested that discussion of the subject in Board meetings brought it to 

everyone’s attention, and he thought he saw some trustee rotation and term limitations.  
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Examination of records up through 1992, however, did not indicate much change, if any.  When 
asked if the Institute’s president or other officers could exert pressure on member institutions to 
rotate trustees or provide wider representation (more women, more younger faculty, more South 
Asians or Indo-Americans), Dimock said that the choice of trustees was an internal matter for 
each institution, and any outside suggestion or even informal pressure could well be 
misconstrued.8 

 
4. Who Are Trustees? 
In the thirty-seven year of AIIS existence between 1961 and 1997, altogether 249 

individuals served as Institute Trustees from the fifty-six institutions that had ever been 
Members. 

 
5. Faculty or Administrators? 
The Bylaws gave Members the option of selecting as their representatives faculty 

members and/or administrators -- two faculty, or one of each category -- in the case of Class A, 
and an administrator or faculty member for Class B institutions.  This option seems to have been 
exercised mostly in the first decade, 1961 to 1971, although the University of Virginia -- a Class 
A Member -- sent a dean as well as a faculty member during its first decade in the AIIS (1971-
80).  Table IV shows the number and percentage of all Trustees who were administrators 
between 1961 and 1971.  From 1963-68, for whatever reasons, between 32% and 41% of all 
Trustees were administrators, with between 59% and 68% faculty.  From 1980 on, Trustees were 
uniformly faculty members (with possibly one exception, Illinois in 1992). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table IV: AIIS Administrator Trustees: 1961-71 
  
Date  Total Trustees  Administrators  Administrators 
      ( Total Number )   ( Percentage )   
1961   27     5    19% 
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1962   36     6    17% 
1963   27    15    41% 
1964   38    15    39% 
1965   39    16    41% 
1966   41    13    32% 
1967   42    14    33% 
1968   46    16    35% 
1969   47    10    21% 
1970   40     7    18% 
1971   41     4    10% 
 
 

6. Women Trustees 
By the 1980s the representation of women in power and management levels of an 

organization had become more than a passing interest in academe as well as in society at large.  
When we look at the AIIS, we find the number of women Trustees remained very low.  From 
1961 to 1976 there was no women Trustee in six of those sixteen years and only one in each of 
the remaining ten years, while the total number of Trustees went from twenty-seven in 1961 to 
forty-two in 1976.  It was not until 1977 that two women became Trustees, two out of a total of 
forty-one Trustees.  From 1978 to 1992 some increase occurred, as we see in Table V.  The 
highest number and percentage of women Trustees were achieved in 1995 when there were 
twelve, or 19% of the total of sixty-two -- but that meant that fifty, or 81% of all Trustees, were 
men. 
 As Dimock noted in the passage from an interview quoted above, the responsibility for 
appointing Trustees rested with the member-institutions rather than with the AIIS itself, and he 
claimed that the Institute had no formal way of affecting Members’ decisions.  Many observers, 
however, felt that informal or grapevine suggestion or persuasion through current Trustees may 
have been in order to bring about more equitable representation of women in this important 
component of the Institute’s governing structure. 

Between 1961 and 1997 women served as Trustees from twenty-five member-institutions 
- from eight Class A Members: University of California-Berkeley, University of Chicago, 
Cornell University, Duke University, Harvard University, University of Illinois, University of 
Michigan, University of Pennsylvania; and from seventeen Class B Members: Boston 
University, Brandeis University, Carleton College, Colby College, Oberlin College, ISOSA, 
Kansas State University, New York University, Ohio State University, Sweetbriar College, 
Syracuse University, University of Arizona, University of Connecticut, University of Hawaii, 
University of Missouri, University of Northern Iowa, University of South Carolina.  Two of 
these institutions were represented by two women each: Sweetbriar College and the Independent 
Scholars of South Asia (ISOSA). 

 
 

Table V: AIIS Women Trustees: 1978-95 
 

Date 
1978 
1979 

1980 
1981 
1982 

1983 
1984 
1985 

1986 
1987 
1988 
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1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
Total 

Trustees 
45 
46 
48 
50 
50 
52 
53 
53 

53 
54 
53 
57 
60 
61 
61 
61 
59 
62 

Number of 
Women 

3 
3 
3 
2 
3 

3 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
9 
11 
9 
9 
9 

11 
12 

Percentage of 
Women 

7% 
7% 

6% 
4% 
6% 
6% 
9% 
8% 
7% 
7% 
9% 
16% 
18% 
15% 
15% 
15% 
19% 
19% 

 
7. Trustees of South Asian Origin 
In a field whose teaching and research focus is the Indian subcontinent, it would be 

instructive to see if the makeup of AIIS Trustees reflected the increasing although still small 
number of South Asians in faculty positions at the leading centers of South Asian studies.  Until 
1980 South Asian Trustees were few and far between.  In 1970 there was one, as again in 1973 
and 1974.  From 1975-80 there were two (when the total number of Trustees was between forty 
and forty-eight).  In 1992 and 1993 four out of sixty-one Trustees, or 7% were South Asian in 
origin, while in 1993 seven out of fifty-nine, or 12% were if South Asian origin.  The high point 
was reached in 1994 when seven out of fifty-nine Trustees, or 12% were of South Asian origin.  

 
Table VI: AIIS Trustees of South Asian Origin: 1982-95 

 
Date 

 
1982 
1984 
1985 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 

Total Trustees 
 

50 
53 
53 
61 
61 
59 
62 
 

South Asian - Number 
 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
7 
6 

South Asian - Percentage 
 

10% 
9% 
9% 
7% 
7% 
12% 
8%

One explanation for this paucity may be that while there was a sizable number of South 
Asian faculty in the humanities and social sciences in American institutions, impressionistic data 
suggest that most were at non-South Asian studies centers or at places that had insufficient South 
Asia research or teaching emphasis to warrant AIIS membership.  Between 1961 and 1995 
persons of South Asian origin were Trustees from fourteen institutions -- seven Class A 
Members: Duke University, Harvard University, University of Illinois, University of Michigan, 
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University of Pennsylvania, University of Wisconsin, University of Virginia; and seven Class B 
Members: Colgate University, Princeton University, Rutgers University, Temple University, 
University of Hawaii, University of Missouri, University of Northern Iowa.  In something of a 
record, at Wisconsin Manindra Verma served for sixteen years, and V. Narayana Rao for eleven 
years -- for seven of those years Verma and Narayana Rao served together as Wisconsin’s two 
Trustees. 

 
8. Trustees-at-Large 
The original Bylaws of 1961 stated in Section 3.05 that “The Board of Trustees may elect 

from time to time one or more Trustees-at-Large to serve for a period of two years.  Such 
Trustees shall have all the rights, duties and powers of the other Trustees.”  The 1986 
amendment of the Bylaws changed the wording to read (in Section 3.04) that “The Board of 
Trustees may elect from time to time one or more Trustees-at-Large to serve for a period 
designated by the Board of Trustees at the time of election.  Such Trustees shall have all the 
rights, duties and powers of the other Trustees.”  By 1995 five persons have been elected 
Trustee-at-Large.  First was Richard L. Park, who was elected on 16 October 1964 upon his 
return from two years as the head of the Asia Foundation in India.  W. Norman Brown was the 
second to be elected, as he was on 2 December 1966 when he had to relinquish his position as 
one of Penn’s Trustees upon retiring from his teaching position at the University of 
Pennsylvania.  He remained AIIS President, a position that required him to be a Trustee.  Brown 
retained the position of President until 30 June 1971, when Ainslie Embree took over.  During 
Embree’s presidency (1971-73) Brown was made a paid Consultant to the Trustees but thereafter 
was no longer listed in annual reports as a Trustee of either kind. 

The third Trustee-at-Large was Donald S. Murray, who was so designated from 1972-73 
during his final two years as AIIS Treasurer (1963-73).  Again in 1988 and until his death in 
1991 Murray was a Trustee-at-Large. 

The fourth Trustee-at-Large was Joseph W. Elder, who was elected to the position for 
three years at the time he became President in 1986, since at that point he was not a regular 
Trustee and being a Trustee was a precondition for assuming the presidency. 

The fifth Trustee-at-Large was Edward C. Dimock, Jr., who was chosen in 1990 after he 
handed over his position as University of Chicago AIIS Trustee to Sheldon Pollock.  In the 14-
15 September 1991 Executive Committee Meeting a motion was made “that Edward C. Dimock, 
Jr. be appointed as Trustee-at-Large for Life.”  During discussion on this, Dimock observed that 
“this sounded very much like a judicial sentence,” and he expressed his preference for a fixed 
term to coincide with the current President’s term, i.e., to end in 1994.  That was agreed to 
unanimously.9 

 
9. Trustees’ Length of Service 

 As we noted above, there could be no term limits imposed by the AIIS for Trustees, since 
it was up to the institution they represented to appoint them.  The common perception that there 
had been a tendency, even at Class A Members where there was a large pool of potential 
Trustees, for the same person to retain the position year after year was certainly borne out by 
looking closely at the record.  The immutability of trustees, to use Broomfield’s phrase, was 
more understandable at Class B institutions where there was often really only one person who 
cared to be active in Institute affairs. 
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An analysis of AIIS documents up to 1995 shows the following multi-year (8 years or 
more) Trustee incumbents: 

 
Table VII: AIIS Trustees’ Lengths of Service: 1961-97 

( Names of Women in Caps ) 
 

Class A  Years      Class B  Years 
Dimock  26 + 4 Trustee-At-Large   Kochanek  20 
Hauser   22      ZELLIOT  18 
Polomé  22      Creel   18 
Schwarzberg  21      Brush   18 
Embree  21      C. White  17 
Gair   19      Barrier   15 
Verma   16      Goodall  14 
Crane   15      Y. Hudson  13 
Gould   15      M. ROBINSON 13 
Lambert  15      Vajpeyi  13 
Januzzi   15      J. R. Carter 
 12 
Kling   14      K. Jones  12 
R. Park  14      Tangri   12 
Pollock  14      Spodek  11 
Nicholas  14      Clothey  11 
Richards  13      Pingree  10 
Kelley   13      DUSHKIN   9 
T. Metcalf  13      WADLEY   9 
Broomfield  13      GUPTA   9   
Conlon   12      S. HUNTINGTON  8 
Carman  12      FLEMMING   8 
V. N. Rao  11          
Barnett   11          
Frykenberg  11          
L. Rocher  10          
Wriggins  10         
Rittenberg  10  
Berreman  10 
Rischick  10 

 
Among Class A Member trustees, Edward C. Dimock, Jr. of Chicago had by far the 

longest tenure, starting in 1964 for twenty-six years as regular trustee plus four years as Trustee-
at-Large.  During those thirty years Dimock also served as AIIS Secretary (1964-71), Vice-
President (1971-73), President (1973-86), and Chair of the Board (1986-94).  Walter Hauser of 
Virginia and Edgar Polomé of Texas shared the next longest tenures of twenty-two years each, 
with Schwartzberg of Minnesota and Embree of Columbia (interspersed with a period at Duke) 
following with twenty-one years each.  Among Class B Members, Stanley Kochenek of Penn 
State served the longest by being Trustee for twenty years from the date of Penn State’s 
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affiliation with the AIIS in 1973.  Similarly, when Rutgers joined, John Brush became a Trustee 
in 1963 and served for eighteen years until 1980.  Austin Creel of the University of Florida was a 
Trustee from 1975 to 1997, also for a total of eighteen years.  Eleanor Zelliot of Carleton 
College was by far the longest-serving woman Trustee, serving on and off for eighteen years 
between 1971 and 1997. 
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II. C. THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
1. Composition of the Executive Committee 
If the Board of Trustees was empowered by its Bylaws to “conduct, manage, and direct 

the business of the Corporation” (Section 4.02), it was the Board’s Executive Committee that 
was the Board’s operational arm.  Section 4.09 of the Bylaws (amended in 1990) described this 
body as follows: 

 
There shall be an Executive Committee consisting of the President 
(who shall Chair the Committee), the Chairman of the Board, the 
Vice-President, the Secretary, the Treasurer and six non-officer 
Trustees to be elected by the Members for such terms as the Board 
of Trustees shall, by resolution, provide.  Only the elected 
members of the Executive Committee shall have the right to vote 
at its meetings.  The Executive Committee, to the extent provided 
in a resolution adopted by the Board, shall have and exercise the 
authority of the Board of Trustees in the management of the 
business of the Corporation.  The Executive Committee shall keep 
regular minutes of its proceedings and report the same to the Board 
at each regular meeting of the Board.1 

 
The first Executive Committee of the American Institute of Indian Studies emerged out 

of the group constituted in April 1961 at the Interuniversity Conference to Establish an American 
Institute for Indian Studies.  After incorporation of the Institute on 4 October 1961, the first 
meeting of the Board of Trustees (on 7 October 1961) elected its Executive Committee 
composed of four officers plus three members.  Section 4.09 of the original Bylaws (1961) 
stated: “There shall be an Executive Committee consisting of the President, Vice-President, 
Secretary and Treasurer (if the Treasurer is a Trustee), plus two or more Trustees who are not 
officers of the corporation to be appointed by the Board of Trustees.” 

 
The first Executive Committee was composed of: 
 
W. Norman Brown  (Penn)   
Milton Singer  (Chicago) 

Henry C. Hart  (Wisconsin) 
F. Haydn Morgan  (Penn) 
Richard L. Park  (Michigan) 
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Joan V. Bondurant (Cal-Berkeley) 
Malcolm Willey   (Minnesota)  
 
 
President 
Vice-President 

Secretary 
Treausurer1 
Member 
Member 
Member 

At the second meeting of the Executive Committee, on 9 December 1961, it was 
announced that David G. Mandelbaum (Cal-Berkeley) was elected to fill the vacancy created by 
the sudden resignation of Joan Bondurant.  While the first two Executive Committees reflected 
the predominance of the then four major centers of South Asian studies (Class A Members 
Pennsylvania, Chicago, Wisconsin, and Cal-Berkeley), in later years Committee non-officer 
members were drawn from a wide variety of institutional Members of both Class A and B. 

From the outset until 1965 there were three non-officer members of the Committee, and 
then from 1965 to 1970, judging from the rosters given in the Annual Reports, there were four.  
For two years – 1970 and 1971 – the Annual Reports listed six ordinary members of the 
Executive Committee, and beginning in 1972-73 five were listed and continued to be listed until 
1993, this despite the clause in Section 4.09 of the Bylaws (amended in 1986 and 1990) that 
called for six non-officer members.2 

Beginning in early 1970 – the final year of W. Norman Brown’s presidency – it was 
resolved at the Board of Trustees’ Meeting: 

 
That beginning in the Fall of 1970 the Executive Committee be 
constituted of eleven members, as follows: the President, the Vice-
President, the Secretary, the Treasurer, the Chairman of the Board, 
and six non-officer members.  In the future two non-officer 
members will be elected each year for three-year terms, so that 
each year two members will go off and two more come on the 
Committee.3 

 
Along with increasing the number of non-officer members, the Board increased the 

number of officers to five with the addition of a new position, Chair of the Board. [I shall discuss 
this position in detail below]. 

 
2. Executive Committee Meetings 
 While not mandated or mentioned in the Bylaws, the Executive Committee customarily 
met twice a year, once in the spring at the time of the Annual Conference of the Association for 
Asian Studies, and the second time in September or October. 

In 1997 these meetings were attended by AIIS Officers and elected Members of the 
Committee, together with the Administrator from Chicago, the Director from New Delhi, and the 
Chairs of the Institute’s five Standing Committees.  Voting in Executive Committee meetings, 
however, was restricted to those elected as officers and ordinary members, that is, to the 
President, who chaired the Committee, the Vice-President, the Chair of the Board, and the six 
non-officer members.  Since the Treasurer and Secretary were appointive positions, the 
incumbents could not vote.  Neither could the Chairs of the Standing Committee who routinely 
attended these meetings.4 

 



II. C.   The Executive Committee of the AIIS Board of Trustees 
 

- 135 - 

3. Roles of the Executive Committee 
For all intents and purposes the Executive Committee of the Board of Trustees effectively 

supervised the operation of the Institute on a day-to-day basis.  This was the real locus and 
source of power.  The Board by 1997 was composed of about sixty individuals, was unwieldy, 
and was somewhat limited in its possibilities for action since it met for only one day once a year. 
 With ever-increasing and complex operations, the Board itself could not and should not handle 
operational minutiae and had to rely on its Executive Committee to deal with them.  The Board 
had to vote up or down on resolutions placed before it and often had to do that with a minimum 
of information or discussion.  Given the extent and complexity of issues presented for Board 
action, it appeared inevitable that the effectiveness of the Trustees’ deliberations remained 
dependent upon the conduct of the Executive Committee.5 

The Executive Committee was not always so central or so potent.  In fact, during the first 
decade, during the Brown presidency, it seems to have played second fiddle to the largely one-
man rule that Brown displayed. Until his almost reluctant retirement in 1971, Brown embodied 
the Institute and personally supervised most major and many minor decisions.   

Some idea of Trustees’ reaction to the Brown modus operandi can be gleaned from the 
few extant notes on the Timber Cove Conference (“AIIS Planning Conference”) held on 2-4 
May 1969.  In the mimeographed report of the Fourth Session of 4 May, chaired by McCrea 
Hazlett, it was reported that the group felt that the question of the Executive Committee had to 
be addressed.  This resulted in a recommendation that: 

 
…the Executive Committee explore possibilities of reconstituting 
itself in membership to comprehend sub-committee chairmen and 
such others as may be appropriate. 

 
The report continued, 

 
There was considerable discussion on this recommendation, 
especially having to do with the voting members of the Committee. 
The discussion was finally summarized by Norman Brown, who 
remarked that in order to function effectively, the voting members 
of the Committee should be limited to a few, but that this in no 
way precluded chairmen of sub-committees and other members 
from being present on invitation.6 

 
The ad hoc Committee on Reorganization that issued from the conference was chaired by 

Karl Potter (then at the University of Minnesota).  Names of other members were nowhere 
mentioned; so it appears this was a one-man Committee. 

The Committee presented a report on 11 October in 1969 at the 9th Meeting of the Board 
of Trustees in Chicago.  The report’s suggestions were vigorously debated, and it was agreed 
that action on them should be deferred until the next year’s Board Meeting. 

Emerging out of the Timber Cove Conference was the sentiment that the Executive 
Committee should have “…more participation of Trustees drawn from a variety of institutions.”7 
 This led to the proposal for an eleven-person Executive Committee, far larger that Brown had 
felt necessary for effective functioning.  Willard Cochrane (University of Minnesota) agreed 
with Brown that an eleven-person size Executive Committee seemed large.  Nevertheless, by the 
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next Board Meeting (9 May 1970 in Manhattan, Kansas) the first of eleven resolutions presented 
by the Executive Committee was for an eleven-person Executive Committee, and it was accepted 
by the Trustees.  This meant that in Brown’s last year as President his power was potentially 
curbed, as indeed it was by another of the eleven resolutions passed in May 1970, namely to 
create a Chair of the Board. [Details of this will be given in a later section.] 

 
4. Committees on AIIS Reorganization: Potter, Morris, Retzlaff I, and Retzlaff II 
Evaluation of the Institute’s structure and organization was nothing new.  In its first 

decade three ad hoc committees had been set up (in 1966, 1967, and 1969), all chaired by 
McCrea Hazlett (University of Rochester).  But assessment of the Institute’s functioning seemed 
to be especially needed in the waning years of Brown’s presidency, a period that coincided with 
a difficult phase of Indo-U.S. relations.8  The Potter Committee, in a sense, paved the way for the 
transition.  And it may have been made easier for Brown to relinquish at least some of his power 
because of the respect Brown had for the Sanskritist-philosopher Karl Potter. 

In his first year as President Ainslie Embree, who succeeded Brown in July 1971, set 
about a major re-evaluation of the Institute’s organization both in the U.S. and in India.  Taking 
off from the solid base of the Potter Committee and the acceptance of its recommendations by 
the trustees in May 1970, Embree appointed two committees in March 1972.  The first, chaired 
by Ralph Retzlaff, was the Committee on the Future of the AIIS in India [hereafter I shall refer 
to it as “Retzlaff I”].9 

The second group appointed by Embree was the Committee on the Future of the AIIS in 
the United States, to be chaired by Morris D. Morris.10  The Morris Committee never met, and 
therefore no report was ever issued.  Morris felt that the issues Retzlaff was to address were so 
intertwined with those he was asked to look at that he would await the “Retzlaff I” results. 

“Retzlaff I” presented its recommendations for changes in the AIIS structure in India to 
the Board on 16 and 17 September 1972 [this special Trustees Meeting lasted two days].  Since 
all the recommendations pertained to operations in India, and since the Morris Committee never 
got off the ground, the Board then resolved to create a new “Committee on Organization of the 
AIIS in the U.S.” (also referred to as the “Committee to Reorganize the AIIS in the U.S.”).  This 
Committee was also chaired by Ralph Retzlaff and included Kenneth Jones, Edgar Polomé, 
Joseph Schwartzberg, Burton Stein, and Howard Wriggins.  The Committee, which I shall call 
“Retzlaff II,” was instructed to report to the Executive Committee prior to the next meeting of 
the Board.  Accordingly it met in Chicago on 6-7 January 1973 (without Howard Wriggins, who 
had to be in India) and sent its report to President Embree on 15 January 1973.  “Retzlaff II” was 
sent to the Trustees on 27 February 1973 and discussed at a two-day Board Meeting in Chicago 
on 3-4 May 1973 (the last Board Meeting not held in conjunction with the AAS Annual 
Convention). 

Several recommendations were accepted, some of which necessitated Bylaw changes. 
Other recommendations, such as elimination of the position of Chair of the Board, were not 
accepted.  The proposal, for example, to have a seven-person Executive Committee (President, 
Vice-President, and five ordinary members) was turned down.  Many of these issues will be 
treated elsewhere.  “Retzlaff II” indeed represented a major re-evaluation of the Institute’s 
structure and functioning in the U.S.  Its airing of a wide array of issues in many ways capped 
the two-year presidency of Ainslie Embree and marked the real end of W. Norman Brown’s long 
reign.  The stage was set, on 4 May 1973, at this same Trustees’ meeting for the election of 
Edward C. Dimock, Jr. as the Institute’s third president. 
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This long digression has been necessitated by much subsequent confusion of these 
various Committees and their work.  In later references to the Retzlaff Committee it often was 
not clear which one was meant.  While not entirely relevant to this section on the Executive 
Committee, it seemed reasonable to take this opportunity to disentangle the several threads. 

Morris, as an individual Trustee and as a member of the Executive Committee, had 
submitted two detailed personal memos to the Board (the first in early March before his 
appointment to the ad hoc Committee [this I have not seen] and the second on 6 September 
1972).  He covered a wide array of issues relating to the future organization of the AIIS in the 
U.S., including what he perceived to be the role of the Executive Committee and the position of 
its officers and members.  In Morris’ words: 

 
There have also been difficulties in establishing an appropriate role 
for the Executive Committee.  On the whole, the President has 
been too heavily burdened while the Executive Committee has 
played a relatively modest part in Institute operations.  I suggest 
that we consider the possibility of shifting more responsibilities to 
it.  We would probably quickly discover that the Committee is too 
large and might well be reduced from eleven members – President, 
Chairman of the Board, Vice-President, Secretary, Treasurer and 
six unofficial people – to some smaller number. 
We might also consider reducing the number of non-official 
members from six to as few as three people.  In other words, it is 
possible to think of reducing our Executive Committee form 
eleven to nine or even six people.  But whatever we do, it is my 
recommendation that we keep the number of non-official members 
in the majority as it is now.  A smaller Executive Committee could 
be more active and could meet more frequently without raising our 
costs very much.” 

 
Morris, himself a non-officer member of the Executive Committee from 1970-73, no 

doubt reflected the views of many Trustees when he pointedly suggested “the President has been 
too heavily burdened while the Executive Committee has played a relatively modest part.”  It 
seems clear that his assessment was of the decade-long Brown presidency and especially of the 
period 1965-71 when, after retiring from his faculty position, Brown was able to spend almost all 
his time on Institute affairs, to a large extent imposing his ideas and will on day-to-day 
operations as well as long-range planning. 

Morris’ comment on the post of Chair of the Board, set up in 1970 in the last year of 
Brown’s regime and first held by McCrea Hazlett (Rochester), saying that “it was created to deal 
with some temporary difficulties” referred to increasing disquiet over Brown’s tenacious tenure 
as President.  Needless to say, Morris’ suggestions were not accepted as such but served as the 
basis of the ongoing critique of the Institute’s structure that took place in the early seventies.  
However, during the long Dimock presidency, 1973 to 1986, it seems fair to suggest that once 
again the strong and central role of the President tended to eclipse that of the Executive 
Committee. 

 
5. Incumbents of the Executive Committee 
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The AIIS Annual/Biennial reports published in each issue the current roster of those 
individuals who held Executive Committee positions, together with their institutions.  These 
rosters were available for each year since 1962, with the exception of 1969-7011 which for some 
reason or other was not included in any report.  The data for 1961 were gleaned from the minutes 
of the First Meeting of the Board of Trustees (7 October 1961). 

According to these data, in the Institute’s first three decades – 1961-93 – forty-three 
persons were AIIS Officers, and fifty-eight individuals were Non-officer members of the 
Executive Committee.  While some were, at differing times, both Officers and Non-officer 
members, the total number of individuals who participated in this central Institute function was 
seventy-six. 

Of the forty-three Officers, thirty-nine were faculty from member institutions; one, 
Franklin Presler, was a faculty member from Kalamazoo College (not a member); and three 
officers were not faculty but administrators: Patricia Hanrahan and Donald Murray from Penn, 
and Barbara Wichura from Chicago. 

Twenty-eight of the forty-three individuals who were Officers came from nine 
institutions – all Class A Members – distributed as follows:  Pennsylvania – 7; Chicago – 4; 
Wisconsin – 4; Washington – 3; Minnesota – 2; Virginia – 2; Michigan – 2; Cal-Berkeley – 2; 
Texas – 2. 

 
Fourteen institutions each sent one Officer:   
 
 Harvard   (A)   Oberlin   (B) 
 Duke    (A)   Ohio State  (B) 
 Columbia   (A)   Syracuse  (B) 
 Illinois    (A)   Brandeis  (B) 
 Rochester [when it was A] (A)   North Carolina State (B) 
 Kansas State   (B)   Oakland  (B) 
 Florida    (B)   Carleton  (B) 
 
 If we look at the individuals represented in the above data in terms of the number of years 
of participation as either Officers or Non-officer members of the Executive Committee between 
1961 and 1993, we find the following institutions supplied incumbents the number of years 
indicated below: 

Chart 1: Incumbents of the Executive Committee: 1961-93 
 

Member   Class  Individual / Years Service  % of Total 
Chicago   A    44   16% 
Pennsylvania   A    39   14% 
Washington   A    22     8% 
Minnesota   A    20     7% 
Wisconsin   A    16     6% 
Cal-Berkeley   A    16     6% 
Syracuse   A & B    10     4% 
Illinois    A     9     3% 
Texas    A     9     3% 
Columbia   A     8     3% 
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Michigan   A     8     3% 
Duke    A     8     3% 
Cornell    A     7     2% 
Rutgers   B     5     2% 
Kansas State   A     5     2% 
Virginia   A     5     2% 
Harvard   A     5     2%   
[And 16 others        
With 4 or fewer]   B    35   13% 
        271   99% 

 
 
All fourteen 1993 Class A Members had been represented on the Executive Committee 

with Officers and/or Non-officer members.  Also six members who either had been Class A and 
changed to Class B (Syracuse, Rochester, Hawaii, and Missouri) or dropped out (Great Lakes 
Colleges Association, Brandeis) had been represented on the Executive Committee. 

Eighteen Class B Members (out of thirty-three) had been represented.  This included 
Syracuse and Missouri, which changed from A to B, and Brandeis, which dropped out. 

While Chicago was at the top of the previous table, and Penn was second, we find that 
Penn supplied eight individuals who cumulatively served 86 years in a variety of positions 
including positions on the Executive Committee, while five individuals from Chicago showed a 
total of 52 service / years in several positions. The details are as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pennsylvania – Individuals 
Donald S. Murray  

 
Patricia Hanrahan  

W. Norman Brown 
Alan Heston 
Ludo Rocher 

Arjun Appadurai 
F. Haydn Morgan 
Richard Lambert 

 

Service / Years in Several Capacities 
37   (Including 17 as Assistant Secretary) 

[if this is Officer post]  
 12 

12 
     9 

     5 
     4 

        3 
       3 

Total:  85 
 

Chicago – Individuals 
Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 

Barbara Wichura 
Ralph Nicholas 
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Milton Singer 
Susanne Rudolph 

Service / Years in Several Capacities 
33 
 7 
 5 

     4 
     4 

Total:  53 
 
The figures for Donald Murray’s length of service are very high since he held several 

positions concurrently (and each is counted here).  These positions were Assistant Secretary, 
Treasurer, and Investment Officer; it seems reasonable to count them separately in terms of 
position/years. 

We may remark on the dominance of Pennsylvania in regard to positions dealing with 
financial matters.  While the AIIS secretariat headquarters were in Philadelphia from 1961 to 
1973, and many operations moved to Chicago when Dimock assumed the presidency, financial 
operations remained in Philadelphia until 1985 when Joseph Elder was elected.  At that time all 
financial operations were shifted to Chicago, although Penn’s Murray retained the newly-created 
position of Investment Officer.  To recap, until 1985 Penn produced all the Officers who dealt 
with AIIS financial matters. 

 
In chronological order they were: 
 
F. Haydn Morgan 
Donald S. Murray 
Alan Heston 
Patricia Hanrahan 
Patricia Hanrahan 
Donald S. Murray 
Patricia Hanrahan 
Donald S. Murray 

 

Treasurer 
Treasurer 
Treasurer 

Assistant Treasurer 
Treasurer 
Treasurer 

Comptroller 
Investment Officer 

1961-63 
1963-73 
1973-76 
1974-75 
1976-81 
1981-85 
1981-85 
1985-90 

 
In 1985 Frederick Asher (Minnesota) became Treasurer, and Donald Murray was 

designated Investment Officer, a post he held until 1990, thus continuing a Penn financial affairs 
tie.  Murray was also listed in the Biennial Reports’ rosters as Assistant Secretary between 1973 
and 1990.  Thus the AIIS maintained a link with Penn in regard to its financial operations 
through Murray’s presence and role as Trustee-at-Large until his death in December 1990. 

Second to Donald Murray, who racked up thirty-seven service-years in five different 
finance-related Officer positions – some held concurrently – between 1963 and 1990, as well as 
being Trustee-at-Large for seven years, 1972-74 and 1988-91, Edward C. Dimock, Jr. gave 
thirty-three years of service as an Officer to the AIIS.  Between 1963 and 1994 Dimock held, 
without a break, all four major Officer positions (with the exception of Treasurer): Secretary, 
1964-71; Vice-President, 1971-73; President, 1973-86; and Chair of the Board, 1986-94.  In 
addition, Dimock served as a Chicago Trustee for twenty-nine years, and as Trustee-at-Large for 
four years, 1990-94 – a total of thirty-three years as Trustee. 
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6. Women Executive Committee Members 
Among the seventy-six individuals who ever held Executive Committee positions 

between 1961 and 1993 [non-Executive Committee chairs are not counted here] are the 
following ten women, listed on Chart 1 in order of their positions, service-years, and total years 
of service: 

 
Chart 1: Women Executive Committee Members: 1971-94 

 
          Span Within  Total 
Name   Institute Class Position  Which Service Years 
 
Patricia Hanrahan Pennsylvania    A Asst. Treasurer    1974-85  12 
      Treasurer/Comptroller    
  
              
Barbara Wichura Chicago    A Secretary     1973-79   7 
              
Eleanor Zelliot  Carleton    B Vice-President     1971-82 
 6 
      Chair of Board     
              
Susan Huntington Ohio State    B Vice-President     1979-87  6 
      Non-officer Member     
              
Marguerite Robinson Brandeis    B Chair of Board     1978-84 
 5 
      Non-officer Member      
               
Lelah Dushkin  Kansas State    B Vice-President     1987-90  3 
              
Paula Richman  Oberlin     B Vice-President     1991-94 
 3 
              
Susan Wadley  Syracuse    B Non-Officer Member    1991-94  3 
              

 
Chart 1: Women Executive Committee Members: 1971-94  (cont’d) 

 
Susanne Rudolph Chicago    A Non-officer Member    1985-88  3 
              
Joan Bondurant Cal-Berkeley    A Non-officer Member    1961   1 
              
 
Of these ten individuals, two (Hanrahan and Wichura) were administrators from Class A 
Members, while the other eight were faculty members – six from Class B Members and two 
from Class A Member institutions. 
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7. Executive Committee Members of South Asian Origin 
Between 1961 and 1993 only five of the seventy-six individuals ever on the Executive 

Committee were of South Asian origin.  These were in order of service-years: 
 
Chart 1: Executive Committee Members of South Asian Origin: 1975-93 
 

          Span Within  Total 
Name   Institute Class Position  Which Service Years 
 
Manindra Verma Wisconsin    A Vice-President     1975-81     7 
      Non-officer Member     
              
Arjun Appadurai Pennsylvania    A Vice-President     1986-88     4 
              
Stanley Tambiah Harvard    A Non-officer Member    1982-84     3  
              
Shanti Tangri  Rutgers    B Non-officer Member    1990-93     3 
              
Madhav Deshpande Michigan    A Non-officer Member    1983-84     2 
              
 
Each also served as Trustee: Verma, 16 years; Tangri, 12 years; Deshpande, 6 years; Tambiah, 6 
years; and Appadurai, 2 years. 

 
8. Interpretation of the Data 
While gender was never a formal determinant of participation as Institute Trustees or 

Executive Committee members, these statistics suggest that the AIIS was not much different in 
the period 1961 to 1993 from most similar institutions in being male-dominated.  This was just 
the way things were because few women were in the faculty pool from which officers and 
trustees were drawn. 

The data presented here on gender and ethnicity of Institute officers were not intended to 
imply a pattern of deliberate disadvantaging of women and persons of South Asian origin.  
Rather, they simply reflected contemporary realities.  In the 1980s and 1990s, with a general 
increased sensitivity to issues of parity, the situation in academe as well as societal pressures and 
norms changed.  Recruitment pools of both women and South Asians became enlarged, resulting 
in greater participation of these categories of individuals in Institute leadership positions. [See 
also interpretation and analysis of statistics on Trustees presented above]. 

9. Exclusions from Analysis 
As noted above, I have not included here figures for Chairs of various standing 

committees.  Moreover, the above analysis of Executive Committee membership has excluded 
the other non-voting positions that have been listed at various times on the rosters given in the 
Annual/Biennial Reports under the rubric of Executive Committee: 

 
 1971-75 President-Emeritus        
 1973-75 Past-President 
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 1973-83 Presidential Assistant for U.S. Operation 
 1973-83 Presidential Assistant for India [Financial] Operation 
 1983-85 Assistant to the President 
 1985-97 Administrator / U.S. Director 
 

Beginning in 1983 the Biennial Reports listed the AIIS Director – upgraded in 1994  to Director 
General (New Delhi), P.R. Mehendiratta, on Executive Committee rosters. [but non-voting] 

  
ENDNOTES, II. C. 

1. F. Haydn Morgan appears to have been elected Treasurer by mail ballot at some point 
between the first and second meetings of the Executive Committee, 7 October and 9 
December 1961.  He did not attend the first meeting. 

2. There seems to be some question over the Vice-President, who was elected as such from 
among the Executive Committee ordinary members, was counted as one of the six non-
officers, but then again was deemed in Section 5.07 of the Bylaws to be an Officer of the 
Corporation.  Thus, were there six or five non-officer members? 

3. Memo of 1 April 1970 listing resolutions. 
4. One former Executive Committee recalled that “…a few years ago, the Executive 

Committee voting members, smarting under the sense that the independence and rigor of 
their deliberations were compromised by the continued presence of various non-voting 
individuals including standing committee chairs, and sundry friends, adopted a policy of 
restricting participation.  I think it offended the chairs of the time, and may have proven 
to be ineffective.” (Frank Conlon, in a personal communication, 21 December 1993). 

5. I am indebted to Frank Conlon for this comment. 
6. Report of AIIS Planning Conference, Timber Cove, California. Precis of Fourth Session, 

4 May 1969, p. 1. 
7. Minutes of the 9th Board of Trustees Meeting, 11 October 1969, p. 10. 
8. A full discussion of the effects of changing Government of India attitudes toward  

foreign scholars’ access to India for research purposes will be given in a later chapter. 
9. “Retzlaff I” was appointed by President Embree on 29 March 1972, with instructions to 

meet in April.  Ralph Retzlaff was the Chair, and members were: Burton Stein (Hawaii), 
Morris D. Morris (Washington), Thomas Metcalf (Cal-Berkeley), with Ainslie Embree 
(Duke) ex-officio.  Its first meeting was on 15-16 April in Berkeley, with a second 
meeting in Los Angeles on 3 June 1972, to which Donald Murray was invited.  A third 
meeting (proposed to be held in India in August) never materialized.  “Retzlaff II” was 
presented to the Board at its meeting in Philadelphia (originally scheduled for 
Minneapolis) on 16-17 September 1972. (Ninety-five pages of notes, plus two pages of 
eight recommendations on AIIS structure in India). 

10. The “Committee on the Future of the AIIS in the U.S.” was comprised of Morris D. 
Morris, Chair, with members: Robert Hall (Rochester), Kenneth Jones (Kansas State),  
and Richard D. Lambert (Pennsylvania). 

11. Minutes of the Executive Committee (seen in the AIIS files in Chicago) show that the 
1969 – 70 members of the Executive Committee were: W. Norman Brown, President; 
Ainslie Embree, Vice-President; Edward C. Dimock, Jr., Secretary; Donald Murray, 
Treasurer; along with non-officer members: Karl Potter, Gerald Kelley, John Brush, and 
Ronald Anderson.    
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 

II. D. OFFICERS OF THE CORPORATION 
 1. The AIIS Presidency and Presidents: 1961-97 
  a. Position of the AIIS President 

The original 1961 Bylaws of the American Institute of Indian Studies stipulated in 
Section 5.01 that “the officers of the Corporation shall include a President, a Vice-President, a 
Secretary and a Treasurer….”  These officers “shall be chosen by the Board of Trustees” and 
“shall hold office for one year” (Section 5.02).  These rules were based on the 1934 constitution 
of the American School of Indic and Iranian Studies that stated in its Section 1 of Article V that 
“the officers of the corporation shall consist of a president, a vice-president, a treasurer, and a 
secretary, to be elected by the Trustees for a term of one year.”  As noted above, the 1961 
organizing committee had a ready-made model on which to construct a constitution for the legal 
successor to the 1930s “School.”  Continuities in language, purposes, and personnel are 
wonderfully striking. 

Whereas the 1934 article was terse, in 1961 the role of the President was carefully spelled 
out in Section 5.03 as follows: 

 
The President shall be the chief executive officer of the 
corporation and shall have general supervision over the business 
and operations of the corporation, subject, however, to the control 
of the Board of Trustees.  He shall sign, execute and acknowledge, 
in the name of the corporation, instruments authorized by the 
Board of Trustees, except in cases where the signing and execution 
thereof shall be expressly delegated by the Board of Trustees or by 
these Bylaws to some other officer or agent of the corporation; 
and, in general, he shall perform all duties incident to the office of 
President and such other duties as from time to time may be 
assigned to him by the Board of Trustees.1 

In 1966 the Executive Committee’s Sub-Committee on Organization and Personnel, 
chaired by McCrea Hazlett (Rochester), presented a report that included recommendations on 
Officers’ terms of tenure.  One resolution passed by the Executive Committee on 2 December 
1966 stated that “…members and officers of the Institute should normally expect to serve no 
more than three years on the Executive Committee.”2  However, it provided for two exceptions: 
first, “…the President, whose term should not be limited by statute, and the Treasurer, who 
needs special background and talents.”  One aim of this resolution was to clarify for officers and 
members of the Executive Committee the length of their appointment.  Most importantly, it 
provided for Norman Brown’s tenure.  As far as can be determined, the resolution passed, and 
these term limits took effect. 

By 1970 the term of the President, as chief executive officer of the corporation, was set at 
three years, and it was stated that “…the President shall act as Chairman of the Executive 
Committee.”  In the revised Bylaws of 1986 the presidential term was pegged at four years, with 
the possibility of a second term of four years.  This followed the series of extensions through 
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temporary suspensions of the rules during the Dimock presidency, that lasted for fourteen years 
(1973-86).  Details of this will be found below. 

In the re-stated Bylaws of 1973, as well as in a 1979 suggested revision by the Miller-
Elder Committee on Constitutional Makeup,3 Section 5.03 stated that “The President shall act as 
Chairman [the title became “Chair” in 1979] of the Executive Committee and preside over 
meetings of the Board of Trustees.”  When re-stated Bylaws came out in 1986 and 1990, this 
clause (Section 5.03) simply stated: “The President shall act as Chairman [sic] of the Executive 
Committee.  He or she [my emphasis] shall sign….”   Whereas in 1986 Section 5.05 stated that 
“The chairman of the Board may be requested by the President to chair meetings of the Board of 
Trustees,” by 1990 Section 5.06 says clearly “The Chair of the Board shall chair the Annual 
Meetings of the Board of Trustees….”  The President’s role is reduced to chairing the Executive 
Committee.  The Chair of the Board of Trustees runs Board Meetings without being “requested” 
to do so by the President.  Presumably this fairly subtle change was deliberately made to spread 
authority, enhancing the position of the Chair of the Board at the expense of the President. 

Thus by 1990 the roles of President and Chair of the Board had evolved and been 
clarified.   [The introduction of the position of Chair of the Board is described in a separate 
section below]. 
   

b. Position of the President-Elect 
The 1979 Miller-Elder Committee on Constitutional Makeup proposed setting up a new 

position, that of President-Elect.  This suggestion was accepted by the Board of Trustees and 
took effect in time for the 1985 presidential election.  Joseph Elder, the co-author of the new 
Section 5.04 in 1979, became the first incumbent of this position in 1985. 

Section 5.04 provides that the Executive Committee, “…not later than six months prior to 
the end of the third year of the President’s first term in office…may [emphasis mine] request the 
Nominating Committee to present a slate of not less than two names for the office of President-
Elect to be presented to the voting Trustees at the time of the annual election preceding the next 
Annual Meeting of the Trustees.”  If no such request is made, then the President’s name may be 
placed on the ballot as a sole nominee for a second four-year term 

If, however, a President is in his/her second term, the Nominating Committee must 
prepare a slate of not less than two names for the post.  The winner of the ensuing election will 
be the President-Elect and “…shall assume the office at the start of the President’s last year in 
office and for that year shall serve without vote as a member of all committees of the 
Corporation and shall work with the President for the orderly transfer of the Presidency.”  When 
the President’s term was completed, the President-Elect would take over as President for a term 
of four years. 

 
c. Position of the Acting President 

The Dushkin Committee on Constitutional Revision established in 1988 added a new 
clause to the existing Bylaws.  Section 5.05 set up the position of Acting President.  In the re-
stated Bylaws (as amended on 5 April 1990) this section provided that: 

 
In the event of the death, resignation or disability of the 

President, the Vice-President shall serve as Acting President until 
the President resumes duties or a successor is duly chosen and 
qualified.  If the Vice-President is unable to serve, he or she may 
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request the Executive Committee to name one of its members to 
serve as Acting President to perform all the duties of the President. 
 The Acting President shall have all the powers of, and be subject 
to all the restrictions upon, the President.  If the President is unable 
to resume his or her duties, a Special Election for the Office of 
President shall be held at the next Annual Meeting. 

 
Had this Bylaw existed in 1983 when Dimock became ill, the serious crisis of that year 

would have been avoided.  The 1990 amendment effectively covered any such future 
contingency. 

 
d. Nature of the AIIS Presidency 

When the AIIS was established in 1961, it was the legal successor to the American 
School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) of the 1930s that I have described above.  We have 
seen that the Institute’s Charter and Bylaws were based on those of the School, and it is not 
surprising that the Institute’s first President, W. Norman Brown, had been President of the 
ASIIS. The evolution of the organization itself, and the continuing role played by W. Norman 
Brown inevitably put a stamp on the first decade of the AIIS’ existence.  Brown quite naturally 
became head of an enlarged, more formal, and better-funded organization than its predecessor.  
He had grown into it through his many leadership roles beginning in the 1920s.  We may recall 
that for thirty years Brown had been chair of a variety of organizing committees, President of the 
“school,” and the chair of successor committees that were often not much more than one-man 
lobbying efforts.  Through the years Brown was used to designing and executing schemes, and 
he had had little practice or patience with delegating authority and responsibility.  His control of 
the minutiae of organizational matters was legendary.  Perusal of boxes of papers in the W. 
Norman Brown archive at the University of Pennsylvania made this abundantly clear.  

The nature of the AIIS presidency, especially in its first decade, must therefore be seen 
against the backdrop of W. Norman Brown’s roles over the years in the organizations that 
preceded it.  Evolution and continuity revolved around and inhered in this one man. 

It is important also to remember the context out of which and within which the Institute 
and its officers emerged and developed.  There were, in 1961, relatively few South Asianist 
scholars.  While exact figures are hard to come by, we know that in 1949 the Conference on 
Southern Asian Studies estimated that there were only 160 persons in the United States capable 
of scholarly or even general journalistic treatment of Southern Asia (by which was meant South 
plus Southeast Asia).  By 1963 the Far Eastern Association (which became the Association for 
Asian Studies in 1957) estimated that 108 of its 903 members were South Asianists.  By 1961 
the figure had risen to 226, and by 1970 some 654 of 4,708 AAS members reported that their 
area of interest was South Asia.  AAS membership did not necessarily mean deep scholarly 
commitment, since many members were in government agencies, journalism, or perhaps were 
graduate students.  But the South Asianist complement had risen from just over 100 in 1950 to 
over 600 twenty years later.  Nevertheless during the crucial developmental phase of South 
Asian studies – the 1950s and 1960s – only a small band of committed scholars ran the show.  
From 1956 on the Committee on South Asia (first within the FEA and then after 1957 within the 
AAS) was a small, non-elective, self-perpetuating and predominantly male group of academics 
that set the agenda and negotiated with foundations for what they determined to be the needs and 
goals of embryonic South Asian studies.  There were perhaps three dozen men (plus two or three 
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women) who comprised this group, taking it in turns to be on the 9-person Committee on South 
Asia (CSA).  With the exception of W. Norman Brown, these persons tended to be young recent 
graduates of whatever South Asian programs had so far been put in place.  The CSA held two or 
three meetings per year, well funded by Rockefeller and Ford Foundations, and it succeeded in 
getting South Asian interests into the Far Eastern Association (thereby eventually transforming it 
into the AAS).  The CSA held many conferences, published reports and a newsletter, and in 
general succeeded in developing much of the nationwide communication network that brought 
South Asianists together. 

These then were the persons and organizations that made up the context within which the 
AIIS came to be.  The narrow academic milieu, in accord with the temper of the times, permitted 
and even fostered a less-than-democratic approach to leadership of existing and new academic 
organizations.  The old-boy network held sway, and deference to seniors in the field was 
expected and offered.  The status quo was maintained pretty much until the great societal and 
cultural upheavals of the Vietnam War era when so much that had been taken for granted came 
into serious and often convulsive question. 

Brown, with his long experience and seniority in the field and his natural paternal bent  
(“father knows best”) had emerged triumphant after years of working towards the establishment 
of an Institute.  It would have been hard for him not to feel that in so many ways “it was his 
baby.”  So it is not surprising that Brown’s tenure as President reflected his concern that what he 
had brought forth should be brought up properly.  He had moved beyond the role of creator to 
that of a caretaker, doting parent, and strategist, especially in respect to the constant needs for 
funding. 

Brown continued to play many roles: he was the first South Asianist president of the 
Association for Asian Studies in 1961, the very same year the Institute came together; he 
continued to be an active teacher and scholar at Penn, and he was the central figure in the 
International Congress of Orientalists when it finally held its first meeting on American soil in 
1967 in Ann Arbor, with Brown presiding.  But the AIIS consumed a large part of his well-
known energy.  Frequent trips to India were part of the president’s duties.  And a tight rein on 
the AIIS secretariat in Philadelphia (his own office was the AIIS office) marked his presidency 
and characterized the AIIS leadership in the 1960s.  It is probably true that there was a lack of 
openness and fairness in executive deliberations, but that may not have been intentional – it was 
just part of Brown’s close-to-the-vest management style.  He was used to making decisions on 
his own.  Too much consultation with others, in his view, was time-consuming and cumbersome. 
 Inevitably charges mounted of excessive control of Institute affairs by the people at Penn, if not 
by Brown himself.  Outright favoritism remained unproven but yet was so perceived by Trustees, 
and a personalistic approach to the conduct of Institute operations was noted and decried. 

The Presidency, therefore, because of Brown’s personality started out in a somewhat 
authoritarian, personalistic manner.  As one observer put it, “…few institutions can experience 
long term office-holding by a founding parent without also experiencing a stunting of growth of 
broader participation in management and recruitment and advancement of succeeding officers.”4 

That Brown had the assistance of many talented persons in no way mitigated his 
overriding presence.  His treasurer was a hand-picked colleague at Penn, and the first two 
Resident Directors in Poona were also close colleagues, while the third – Thomas Simons – who 
served for five years was personally chosen by Brown.  And the Indian Executive Director, D. D. 
Karve, was a personal friend of long standing and proven loyalty.  The team worked wonders, it 
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is true, but there was no real movement in the direction of a stable bureaucracy.  Furthermore, 
Brown apparently made no arrangements for succession.  As we shall see, it was forced on him. 

Apart from the two-year interim tenure of Ainslie Embree (1971-73), the Presidency as 
such did not evolve much during Edward C. Dimock, Jr.’s tenure beyond the personalism of 
Brown.  Dimock, however, was more open, fair, and accessible, and his complete lack of an 
authoritarian approach made people feel good.  Undoubtedly much went on behind the scenes, in 
Brown hip-pocket fashion, and there remained looseness and lack of bureaucratic precision 
throughout Dimock’s presidency, carrying over elements of Brown’s approach.  Dimock’s 
charismatic leadership gradually was complemented on the ground in India by the ever-
expanding administrative activities of the talented executive officer in New Delhi, P. R. 
Mehendiratta.  This team of two almost diametrically different personalities marked the AIIS 
presidency for fourteen years and played no mean role in building the Institute into a vastly 
expanded and greatly changed organization from that envisioned and led by Brown.  Under 
Dimock the Presidency continued more in the Brown mode than in a more routine bureaucratic 
fashion, since it remained tied to personalities – this time two personalities intertwined in 
complex ways – and personalism.  

After Dimock’s presidency, the office became far more cut and dried under Joseph Elder. 
 In his eight years as president Elder reduced the presidency to a rational administrative position 
with far less “old boy” networking and far greater reliance on the technical skills of an 
administrator in a more powerful secretariat.  The Presidency was physically separate from the 
site of day-to-day administration.  There developed a perception of exceptional fairness and 
evenness that had been previously lacking. 

Perhaps the presidency was reduced to a routine administrative position, bolstered by 
effective bureaucratic support in the United States and by an increasingly powerful directorship 
in India.  The new approach taken by Elder was geared to solidifying the already strong Institute 
base and developing means to continue and enhance a going concern.  If charismatic leadership 
marked the presidency for its first twenty-five years, the succeeding ten years saw the presidency 
move into a more impersonal bureaucratic mode with, perhaps paradoxically, a greater 
responsiveness to trustees’ concerns and a more democratic approach. 

 
 
 

Chart 1: Presidents of the AIIS: 1961-2002 
 

Date Start  End  Length Name    Institution 
 
1961 7 October     W. Norman Brown 
1971   30 June 10 years     Pennsylvania 

(Varying terms)       
              
1971 1 July      Ainslie T. Embree 
1973   30 June 2 years      Duke 
               
1973 1 July      Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 
1976   30 June 3 years      Chicago 
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1976 1 July      Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  
1979   30 June 3 years      Chicago 
               
1979 1 July      Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 
1982   30 June 3 years      Chicago 
               
1982 1 July      Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 
1983   30 June 1 year      Chicago 
               
1983 1 July      Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 
1986   30 June 4 years      Chicago 
              
1986 1 July (Elected March 1985)   Joseph W. Elder 
1990   30 June 4 years      Wisconsin 
              
1990 1 July      Joseph W. Elder 
1994   30 June 4 years      Wisconsin 
               
1994 1 July   (Elected March 1993)   Frederick M. Asher 
1998           Minnesota 
              
1998 1 July      Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota 
2002   30 June 4 years         
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
  e. Presidency of W. Norman Brown: 1961-71 

It was axiomatic that W. Norman Brown would be the first President of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies.  His name was the only one submitted to the sixteen representatives 
of the eleven charter member institutions who gathered on 7 October 1961 in Chicago for the 
First Meeting of the AIIS Board of Trustees.  At that time, as noted above, Brown was Chair of 
the Committee for the Establishment of an American Institute in India, set up in New York on 30 
April 1961. 

It will be recalled that W. Norman Brown had earlier chaired the Committee on Indic and 
Iranian Studies (CIIS) of the American Oriental Society, set up in 1926, and continued as Chair 
when the CIIS was transferred from the AOS in 1930 to be a committee of the American Council 
of Learned Societies.  Then Brown was elected chairman of the American School of Indic and 
Iranian Studies (ASIIS), which was incorporated on 14 June 1934.  In short order he became its 
president and organized its archaeological work in Sind in 1935-36.5  At that time, too, Brown 
became convinced that the ASIIS should establish a permanent research institution in India with 
its headquarters in Benares.  But nothing more came then of these dreams because of the 
Depression followed by World War II.  Although the School had been stymied in its activities, it 
retained its incorporated status. 

By April 1949 a Joint Committee on Southern Asia was established by the American 
Council of Learned Societies and the Social Science Research Council to succeed the ACLS’ 
Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies.  W. Norman Brown carried his chairmanship over to 
the new body.  This Joint Committee lasted until June 1953.  During its four-year existence, the 
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Joint Committee convened a large meeting in 1949, presided over by Brown, that produced an 
important document summarizing existing resources for Southern Asia studies in the U.S. and 
presenting a detailed ten-year plan for their further development.6  The report noted that, with the 
establishment of the Joint Committee in 1949, the name of the American School of Indic and 
Iranian Studies (a creature of the Joint Committee’s predecessor) “was officially changed to the 
American Institute of South Asian Studies.”  The Joint Committee in its report recommended 
“the immediate re-activation of the American Institute of South Asian Studies with headquarters 
in Delhi.”7  This Institute, under Brown’s leadership, was a living legal entity, but as he put it in 
a personal communication, 

 
it has no funds to get organized.8 

 
When the American Institute of Indian Studies became a reality – under Brown’s leadership – in 
1961, the articles of incorporation and the Bylaws demonstrate in their very wording that the 
AIIS was the lineal descendant of these earlier organizations.  Furthermore, the leader remained 
the same.  Thus it seemed inevitable that the Brown-led campaign over three decades would 
inexorably lead to his becoming the first President of the American Institute of Indian Studies. 

There is some evidence that Henry Hart, who, along with W. Norman Brown, had been a 
major actor in the breakthrough negotiations at the American Embassy in New Delhi in January 
1961 over possible use of newly available “P. L. 480” rupees to activate an Institute, considered 
himself a potential President.  Hart reported in an interview that in 1961 he was ignorant of 
Brown’s thirty-year-old dream to establish a School/Institute in India, and so Hart assumed that 
he and Brown were contestants on a level playing field.9  He was roused from that expectation 
when he was told later in 1961 that, 
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Illustration 7 
W. Norman Brown, First President of the AIIS, 1961-71. 
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Either there is going to be an AIIS with Norman Brown as 
President, or there isn’t going to be any AIIS!10 

 
On 7 October 1961, three days after the Institute was incorporated, the new Board of 

Trustees held its first meeting at which W. Norman Brown, acting as meeting chair, appointed a 
nomination committee of McCrea Hazlett (Rochester), Robert I. Crane (Duke), and Charles 
Heimsath (American).  Only one name was submitted for each slot, and Brown (Pennsylvania) 
was elected unopposed as President, as were Milton Singer (Chicago) as Vice-President, and 
Henry Hart (Wisconsin) as Secretary.  These officers were expected, 

 
to serve for one year or until their successors shall have been duly 
elected.11 

 
This appears to have been the modus operandi for selection of Institute officers until 

1965.  For example, the Minutes of the 1964 Trustees Meeting reported that unanimous election 
of officers and Executive Committee members, with W. Norman Brown always the president 
(several others filled the remaining positions for one or two years).  In 1965 it was announced 
that Brown was to retire from active professorial duties at Penn in June 1966.  So the Executive 
Committee was appointed a Sub-Committee on Organization and Personnel consisting of 
Richard Park (Michigan), Richard Lambert (Pennsylvania), and McCrea Hazlett (Rochester).  
The Sub-Committee authorized to negotiate terms with Brown over his continuation as AIIS 
President on a salaried basis since he would no longer have his paid faculty position.12  This was 
highly desirous, the Sub-Committee told the Trustees on 29 October 1965, to ensure continuity 
of Institute leadership in the U.S.13  Thus Brown was to continue after June 1966 as President 
with “stipendiary arrangement” on an annually renewable basis.14  The AIIS would, in this way, 
“get a lot of Professor Brown’s attention, while not expecting him to give up his commitment to 
scholarship.”15 

By 2 December 1966 the Sub-Committee recommended, and the Trustees accepted on 3 
December, a resolution that “members and officers of the Institute should normally expect to 
serve for no more than three years on the Executive Committee.”  This was to clarify terms of 
appointment for officers and to ensure that there would be rotation of officers among member 
institutions.  However, exceptions to these term limits were made for: “the President, whose term 
should not be limited by statute, and the Treasurer, who needs special background and talents.”16 
It was noted that “the proximity of the President [Brown] and the Treasurer [Donald Murray] has 
many advantages,” since both were at the University of Pennsylvania and had worked together 
since 1963.  Accordingly Brown and Murray were elected (presumably unopposed) to their 
respective slots on the Executive Committee in 1966-67 and the following three years. 

On 26 October 1968 the Board of Trustees authorized the Sub-Committee on 
Organization and Personnel to convene a Planning Conference in Timber Cove, California, from 
2-4 May 1969.  This was duly held and was very well-attended (by over half the trustees as well 
as Institute administrators from the U.S. and India).   It recommended, inter alia, that “the 
Executive Committee should investigate its own nature with regard to the reorganization of the 
Institute’s affairs.”17 

Thus seven years after its establishment the American Institute of Indian Studies, 
speaking through the Trustees of member institutions, felt it should examine its structure and 
operation in view of rapidly changing circumstances, particularly with regard to a volatile 
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funding situation.  An undercurrent of the entire conference agenda centered on the Institute’s 
leadership by a rapidly ageing man.18  At that time (1969) Brown was 77.  While he was still 
reasonably vigorous, carrying out presidential duties was becoming increasingly demanding, 
especially since it required considerable travel to and from India.  Doubts surfaced, or were close 
to the surface. 

A poignant commentary on Brown’s tenacity came in a letter he wrote in early 1970 to 
Wayne Wilcox (Columbia): 

 
What kind of response did you get from the AIIS Treasurer 

to the vote of confidence which you circulated shortly after the 
meeting in Chicago last October [1969]?  The matter is of some 
interest to me because it may affect my willingness or 
unwillingness to continue as President of the AIIS (assuming I am 
asked to continue).  The maximum length of time I would continue 
would in any case be two years after the present term, and it might 
well be only one year – my wife objects to my continuing for even 
one year. 

I had some major surgery in December (the old man’s 
curse) but am quite recovered now, and have made arrangements 
to go to India next week for six weeks, possibly longer. 

 
No other reference to such a vote of confidence surfaced, but it must have galled the 78-

year-old W. Norman Brown even to contemplate such an action.  
Not surprisingly, within a year of the Timber Cove Conference the Executive Committee 

 -- Brown (President), Embree (Vice-President), Dimock (Secretary), Murray (Treasurer), and 
four members – appointed a Transition Committee to chart the way for W. Norman Brown’s 
presidency to be brought to an end in the spring of 1971, ten years after it began.  Brown would 
then be 79. 

The Transition Committee was chaired by Ainslie T. Embree (then at Duke), Institute 
Vice-President, 1968-71; and consisted of members N. Gerald Barrier (Missouri); Edward C. 
Dimock, Jr. (Chicago), AIIS Secretary, 1964-71; Morris D. Morris (University of Washington); 
and Richard L. Park (Michigan). [It will be noted that both Embree, with four years as Vice-
President, and Dimock, with eight years as Secretary, exceeded the terms earlier specified when 
only the President’s and Treasurer’s terms were deemed to be without limits]. The Committee 
met twice, 30-31 October and 21 November 1970.  It made a number of recommendations that 
the members proceeded to discuss with W. Norman Brown both during the first meeting and 
again at the conclusion of the second meeting. 

From all accounts these were very painful occasions.  Brown did not go willingly; he 
would not give up and had, in a sense, to be evicted.  He seemed to feel that he could stay 
forever.19  But by 1970 Institute Trustees seem to have been grumbling openly about the 
entrenched power structure at Penn, about Brown’s propensity for hip-pocket management, of 
personalistic favoritism, and of lack of sensitivity to younger members, especially those at West 
Coast institutions.  As one person put it, 

 
he continued to run the show in his own delightfully arbitrary way 
which generated discontent.20    
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Among its recommendations, the Transition Committee said a President should be nominated in 
the following year (1971) from an institution other than the University of Pennsylvania and that 
the office of the President should be unsalaried.  Further, it suggested that 

 
Professor Brown be appointed President-Emeritus, and that he be 
available to the Institute through his appointment as Consultant on 
an annual basis, with an appropriate honorarium.21 

 
The agreed-upon fee was to be $5,000 a year, plus an annual sum of $2,500 from National 
Science Foundation funds allocated to the AIIS.  Brown was President-Emeritus until his death 
on 22 April 1975 at the age of 82. 

 
f. Presidency of Ainslie T. Embree: 1971-73 

There does not appear to have been a contested election in 1971.  The Nominating 
Committee was chaired by John Brush (Rutgers) and included Karl Potter (Washington) and 
Gerald Kelley (Cornell).  After having been Vice-President from 1967-71 and the Chair of the 
Transition Committee in 1970, Ainslie T. Embree (then at Duke), succeeded W. Norman Brown 
as the Institute’s second President on 1 July 1971.  Embree was then 46 years old. 

Although the election was not contested, Henry Hart, who had considered himself a 
possible President in 1961, is reported to have anticipated that in 1971 he would have another 
chance to serve the Institute.  A contemporary recalled that Hart had let it be known that he 
wanted very much to be President.  His hopes were not realized in 1971 apparently in part 
because, according to one observer, some skepticism about Hart’s suitability had been expressed 
over perceptions of his likely management style and relative visibility in the South Asianist 
scholarly community in the United States. 

Embree went from Vice-President and Transition Committee Chair to President in 1971.  
His being at Duke (1969-72) while the Secretariat remained at Pennsylvania posed considerable 
problems.  While the Transition Committee had discussed the location of the AIIS office and had 
considered its possible rotation with each succeeding president, members decided there would be 
many advantages if the Secretariat remained at Penn.  For the immediate future it was 
recommended that the incoming Secretary be chosen from among Penn’s South Asian faculty 
(although this was not to be taken as a precedent).22  Significantly, both Penn and Chicago – the 
two leading South Asia Centers – retained roles in AIIS administration, with Penn’s Alan Heston 
as Secretary and Donald Murray as Assistant Secretary, while Edward Dimock at Chicago went 
from Secretary (1964-71) to Vice-President (1971-73).  The alleged Penn-Chicago axis was 
intact. 

Eventually there was dissatisfaction on the part of Board members that they were 
receiving too little information about Institute affairs from the Executive Committee, and 
Embree felt obliged to write a memo suggesting that that was 

 
to be explained by the shift from a full-time President to a part-
time one.23 
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Illustration 8 
Ainslie T. Embree, Second President of the AIIS, 1971-73. 
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 That by December 1970 Embree had some feeling that he might get the nod, or possibly 
even had been anointed, as Brown’s successor is suggested in a letter from him to Brown on 24 
December 1970, in which he discussed timing of a presidential trip to India, 

 
assuming that I am elected your successor, 

 
in the following summer, on the heels of a winter trip by Brown himself.  The letter concluded, 

 
I hope you know how very deeply I treasure your expression of 
confidence in me.  No one will assume that I am ‘following’ 
Norman Brown; everyone will know perfectly well that at best I 
will be trying to maintain what you have done, and that I will 
depend very heavily upon your support.24 

 
Not only did Embree face the problem of stepping into Brown’s shoes and being a 

“successor” where none had previously been, but President-Emeritus Brown remained at Penn as 
a paid Institute Consultant as well as Trustee-at-Large.  Brown continued to exercise great 
influence over day-to-day affairs, in close proximity to the Secretariat run by his long-time 
assistant Goldie Levin, and in constant touch with his hand-picked Treasurer, Donald Murray, in 
addition to the new Secretary, Alan Heston of Penn’s Department of Economics.  Embree was 
out in left field, with little or no support staff, judging from the self-typed correspondence that is 
in the files.  As one observer put it, 

 
I recall going to Philadelphia when Ainslie was President, and 
Goldie [Levin] was running the office…she was already doing 
business by phone with Embree, often when he was calling from a 
phone booth because he never knew whether he was at Duke or in 
New York or where!  So she ran the physical end of the operation 
with Ainslie’s telephone guidance…that was becoming somewhat 
uncomfortable.25 

 
When Embree left Duke in 1972 to return to Columbia as Associate Dean of the School 

of International Affairs, there is some evidence that he had tried to resign the AIIS Presidency 
after just one year.  Richard Park, then Chair of the Board of Trustees, wrote to the Executive 
Committee on 11 August 1972 saying, 

 
Ainslie T. Embree has agreed to serve out his term as President of 
the Institute. 

 
This implies that Embree may have initially agreed on a two-year term but, when the Columbia 
position opened up, may have felt he could not handle both it and the Institute Presidency.  Park 
continued, 

 
It will now be possible for normal procedures to be followed under 
our Constitution in electing officers from 1973.26 

 Embree’s job as President was aided somewhat by the creation in 1970 of the new 
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position of Chair of the Board.  McCrea Hazlett was the first incumbent of this job that was 
designed to ease the transition from Brown to Embree. 

Both Embree and his successor, Edward Dimock, are reported to have kept consulting  
with Brown on major Institute decisions until Brown’s death in 1975.  But in these post-Brown 
presidency years the younger generation of Institute trustees – particularly those from the West 
Coast member institutions – resented his alleged continued hold on the organization’s helm.  By 
1972-73 these rumblings led to major reassessments of the AIIS management.27 

Embree remained President for only two years, in part because in 1972 he received an 
appointment at Columbia which would take him back to his alma mater as an Associate Dean, 
ending a two-year sojourn at Duke. 

Despite the logistical problems emanating from the separation of Embree from Institute 
administrative support in Penn, and in the context of two of the most difficult years ever 
experienced in Indo-American relations, 1971-73, Embree’s Presidency is seen in positive terms. 
 Some of the members’ antagonism toward the leadership was assuaged, and wide-ranging 
reassessments began of the Institute’s operations both in the U.S. and in rapidly-changing and 
challenging circumstances in India.  It will be recalled that Pakistan’s war, the emergence of 
Bangladesh, the associated U.S. “tilt” towards Pakistan, and consequent requirement to Indianize 
the direction of foreign scholarly operations in India, provided the backdrop for the elimination 
of an American Resident Director, as well as the move of the Institute’s Indian headquarters 
from Poona to New Delhi.  To supervise the enhanced New Delhi operations, which involved 
greatly increased needs to work closely with Government of India ministries, and in the wake of 
Indian Co-Director D. D. Karve’s retirement, the Institute at this point in the last days of 
Embree’s presidency promoted P. R. Mehendiratta in its New Delhi office from Executive 
Officer to Officiating Director of the Indian headquarters with effect from 1 July 1973.  This 
then was the scene at the time of the next presidential turnover. 

 
g. Presidency of Edward C. Dimock, Jr.: 1973-86 

After eight years (1964-71) as AIIS Secretary during Brown’s presidency, two years as 
Vice-President (1971-73), and the first ten (1964-73) of his twenty-six years as an Institute 
Trustee representing the University of Chicago, Edward C. Dimock, Jr. was elected AIIS 
President on 4 May 1973 and took office on 1 July 1973.  This was the same day that P. R. 
Mehendiratta was promoted to Officiating Director in New Delhi.  Dimock’s long apprenticeship 
had clearly marked him as an appropriate candidate for the Institute’s highest office. 

The election was apparently unopposed, following tradition up to that point, but a 
tentative slate of candidates presented by the Nominating Committee (chaired by Joseph Elder) 
included John Broomfield’s name along with Dimock’s for the Presidential slot.  Elder is 
reported to have told the Executive Committee at its meeting on 17 February 1973 that the 
Nominating Committee was awaiting a cable from Broomfield (then Senior Fellow in Calcutta) 
with his reply to the invitation to run for President. 

Should Professor Broomfield’s reply be negative, Elder said, 
 

the Nominating Committee stood ready to present an alternate 
candidate.28 

 
 There is no record of another name having been advanced, so it looks as though Dimock 
was elected unopposed.  It has been suggested that Dimock’s candidacy 
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had very widespread support because it represented generational 
succession; here was a young president in a position to take over 
and presumably spread the benefits out to people who were not in 
the senior gerontocracy.29 

 
Even though W. Norman Brown, as President-Emeritus, still exerted his influence, and 

Dimock was clearly close to him, there was a welcome feeling that a new generation was to have 
a chance to run and shape the Institute.  So, at the age of 44, Dimock was elected to a three-year 
term (1973-76) with a constitutional possibility for a second three-year term (1976-79), which he 
did in fact receive. 

By 1978 Dimock’s involvement in procuring, amongst other things, National Science 
Foundation, National Endowment for the Humanities, and Smithsonian Institution fellowship 
money for the Institute and his arduous work towards solid long-term funding moved some 
persons to push for Dimock’s continuation as President.  At some time in 1978 the relevant 
Bylaw was set aside to permit the President to serve a third term, and it is reported that upon 
being sounded out in the spring of 1978, Dimock had indicated his willingness to serve another 
term.30  If indeed he became a candidate, it was felt that “…it’s going to be difficult to get a 
second candidate.”  But, it was asked, “Do you think the sake of appearances necessitates a 
second candidate?”31  Pressure was put on the Nominating Committee in favor of Dimock.  For 
example, one Trustee wrote to the Committee chair, 

 
I have no objection to seeing Ed Dimock opposed, but I  
shudder to think what might happen if he is not re-elected.  The 
coming three years are crucial in the Institute’s history, and it 
would take a new president half that long to learn the ropes….As 
the Nominating Committee must remain neutral, perhaps I should 
stick out my neck by mailing a personal appeal to all the 
Trustees.32 

 
The writer ended by saying: 

 
I suppose that normally it would be gratifying to chair the 
Nominating Committee, but this year, as we have set aside the by-
laws to permit the president to serve a third term, you may find it 
very unpleasant.33 

 
Certain Trustees, he felt, would surely speak their minds.  Clearly support for Dimock was not 
unanimous, nor was amending the Bylaws taken lightly.  As one Trustee wrote, 

 
A rotation of the presidency is an important principle. 
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Illustration 9 
Edward C. Dimock, Jr., Third President of the AIIS, 1973-86. 
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This same Trustee reported that Karl Potter would be his first choice, with Manindra Verma 
second.34  Dimock, he suggested, might best be made Chair of the Board, establishing a 
convention whereby the outgoing President could be afforded an ongoing voice in the Institute’s 
affairs, with ready access for new officers to his advice and counsel. 

 
The accumulated experience of the former president [would thus] 
be made available to his successor in this trustee’s view.35    

 
 In 1986 when Elder became the President, Dimock was indeed made the Board’s Chair.  
And in 1994 when Asher became President, Elder was made Chair of the Board. 

By late 1978 the Trustees had set aside the Bylaws permitting a third Presidential term.  
As the writer of a letter to the Nominating Committee put it, he felt very strongly that a third 
term would maintain 

 
Institute leadership and administrative structure through 1982, thus 
enabling Dimock to go forward with his quest for long-term 
funding.36 

 
The upshot was that Dimock was re-appointed to a third term, 1979-82. 

In March 1980 the Bylaws were again amended, this time to increase the length of a 
President’s term from three to four years.  This precipitated a move to make this change 
retroactive so that Dimock could serve until 1983.  The move was initiated and led by Frederick 
Asher, who was at that time (1976-80) Chair of the Committee on Art and Archaeology and a 
University of Minnesota Trustee (1978-82, and 1983-85).  In a letter to Pradeep Mehendiratta, 
AIIS Director in New Delhi, Asher explained his intended move: 

 
I spoke to Ed [Dimock] about making retroactive the By Law 
change affecting the President’s term.  As I explained to him – and 
I think said to you – I feel that this is a crucial moment in the 
Institute’s existence.  During the next few years, we either get 
long-term funding, or else we prepare to close our operation.  For 
those of us who could not possibly conduct our research without 
regular visits to India, the possibility looms as a most serious threat 
to our careers. 

I have asked myself, who, at this time, could possibly 
succeed Ed, and I can think of no one, absolutely no one, with his 
skill, experience, and universal respect both here and in India.  It 
seems to me, therefore, that this would be a disastrous time to 
change leaders, and so I am going to take the initiative of leading a 
move to make this change retroactive.  I shall start by urging this 
upon the Executive Committee. 

No doubt the proposal will annoy a few.  They are not, I 
suspect, people who are disgruntled with Ed’s leadership but rather 
people who covet the Presidency for their own institution.  In any 
event, I think that the annoyancy [sic] of a few Trustees is 
relatively small stakes compared with the survival of the Institute. 
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Pradeep, I tell you all this largely because I think that you, 
as Director, should be aware of what is happening, even if it is 
unofficial.  I tell you also because I consider you a friend, 
colleague – and in this instance a sort of co-conspirator.37 

 
Asher followed this up with a memo to members of the AIIS Executive Committee on 15 
February 1980: 

 
I write simply as Institute Trustee and without Ed’s  

knowledge.  My comments may appear to have a conspiratorial 
tone, but please be assured that my interest is exclusively the long-
term welfare of the Institute… 

My concern is that Ed Dimock’s considerable effort to 
secure these [Congressional] funds may be wasted when a 
President-elect is selected next year under the proposed By Law 
changes.  The momentum that Dimock has developed will be 
reduced considerably while the Institute is assessed under its new 
leadership.  I can, moreover, think of no successor appropriate to 
this crucial moment – no one who commands the respect that 
Dimock does in Washington nor anyone who could quickly 
develop the sort of rapport that he has achieved with agencies that 
might be induced to add a monumental item for the Institute in 
their own budget. 

I am not suggesting that we set aside the By Law limiting 
the number of terms the President may serve.  We have done so 
once and angered some Trustees.  But I think it imperative to buy a 
bit more of Ed’s time as President.  This we could do by making 
the proposed length of term (four years) retroactive and thus 
applicable to Ed Dimock.  If this is to be done, the action, I think, 
must be initiated in the Executive Committee at the March 
meeting.  The subject must be raised by one of you as it will not 
appear on the agenda. 

The very suggestion will annoy some of you, I know.  But 
that is a small risk by contrast to the demise of the Institute.38 

 
No action came at the March meeting; so Asher pursued the matter by writing the Chair 

of the Nominating Committee, Edgar Polomé: 
 
It may not be possible – or prudent – to make the Bylaws 

change in the President’s term retroactive to Ed’s previous terms in 
office.  Doing so might raise some legal problems as well as the ire 
of enough Trustees to counteract the benefit to the Institute. 

But I do hope very much that the Nominating Committee 
will consider the Bylaws change applicable to Ed’s current term so 
that, in essence, the President-Elect is nominated next year.  Then 
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he (or she, I suppose) would assume office as President-Elect in 
1982 and office as President in 1983. 

During these next three years, I am certain, Ed will be able 
to conclude successfully the major drive for forward funding…39 

 
On 9 July 1980, the Nominating Committee reported to the President and the Executive 

Committee regarding nominations for 1981-82: 
 
We seek unanimously and warmly to ask Ed Dimock to 

continue his term as president for one additional year, 1982-83.  
We ask this because of the very deep appreciation of the trustees 
for Dr. Dimock’s fine record of accomplishment and service on 
behalf of the Institute both in the United States and India… 

We ask this also in keeping with the spirit of the newly 
accepted Bylaws which call for a four year term for the President. 

Finally, Don Murray has informed us that according to the 
laws of the State of Delaware, under which the Institute is 
incorporated, the trustees of non-profit institutions are always 
permitted to ask the president to extend his term of office at their 
pleasure.40 

 
A resolution on the continuation of Dimock’s term, approved by the Executive 

Committee on 15-16 November 1980, was to be voted on in February 1981.  It stated: 
 

In view of the amended Bylaws (approved by the Trustees 
in March 1980) which increased the length of the President’s term 
from three to four years, we seek unanimously and warmly to ask 
Ed Dimock to continue his term as President for an additional year, 
1982-83. 

 
The Executive Committee memo that stated this also suggested: 

 
that the issue of presidential succession be included as an agenda 
item for discussion at the March 1981 meeting of the Trustees in 
Toronto.41 

 
The issue of Presidential succession was tied in with the issue of location of the Institute 

Secretariat.  In this connection, the Nominating Committee’s memo of 9 July 1980 noted that: 
 
Several years ago, the Institute decided that the president and the 
American office of the Institute should be on the same campus. 

 
If that rule were to be kept, the memo continued, Trustees should be aware of the costs, both of 
moving and of maintaining the office.  Mindful that moving from Philadelphia to Chicago in 
1973 had cost $25,000 and that Chicago estimated the annual cost of maintaining the Institute at 
$60,000 (included released time and office expenses), the Committee asked, 
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Would it be appropriate for the Institute to cover these costs if the 
office were moved? 

 
And further, 

 
Would it be appropriate to ask any potential nominee to determine 
the extent to which his/her institution would be willing to cover 
office costs?42 

 
In April 1981 the Chair of the Nominating Committee polled Trustees, and, of twenty 

responses, fifteen replied their institutions were not ready to host the Institute offices.  Minnesota 
“indicated its readiness to provide time release and office for a faculty member should he/she be 
elected President, but no financial support…[while] the Universities of Chicago, Pennsylvania, 
Texas and Wisconsin positively indicated their willingness to provide the required facilities for 
the administrative headquarters for the AIIS.”43 

Meanwhile, the resolution on the presidency had been passed in March 1981, and 
Edward C. Dimock, Jr. was elected to a fourth term, an additional year, 1982-83.  Aside from 
one letter, the surviving record does not show who shared Asher’s intensive lobbying for 
continuation of this phase of the Dimock presidency.  This letter, from Hawaii Trustee Rama 
Nath Sharma, noted his concern over the future if there was no continuity in leadership.  
According to Sharma, 

 
Because Ed Dimock and Pradip Mehendiratta have long been 
there, we could feel relatively assured about the continuity of 
smooth operations in India.44 

 
Sharma urged re-election of Dimock for one more term of four years.  In all then, it seems clear 
that Asher was probably the most active in networking and in propounding the virtues of the 
Dimock-Mehendiratta team. 

By November 1981, anticipating the need to have another election in 1982 for the next 
President to hold office from 1983-86, the Nominating Committee suggested that the Bylaws  
(Article 5, Sections 5.02 and 5.04) be suspended for a period of four years.  Then, if the Trustees 
by a three-quarters majority agreed, Dimock could be re-appointed President at the next meeting 
of the Board.  When the Executive Committee met on 1 November 1981 to discuss the question, 
there was unanimous support for the proposal to reappoint Dimock and, to bring that about, to 
suspend the relevant Bylaws.  The Chair of the Board, Eleanor Zelliot (Carleton College) noted 
in a letter of 16 November 1981 that she would be happy to have the Executive Committee’s 
recommendations be sent to Trustees over her name in time for the Spring Meeting.45  Polomé 
reported to the Trustees on 30 November that in response to his polling of the Trustees on 30 
July 1981, thirty-six of the forty-two respondents “indicated they wanted the mandate of 
President Edward Dimock renewed.”  This was indeed what happened, and Dimock was 
reappointed by acclamation at the Trustees Meeting on 1 April 1982.  He continued as President 
for another four years, until 30 June 1986, having held office for a total of fourteen years in five 
terms of varying length.  In the same election, Frederick Asher was voted in as Vice-President, 
while Frank Conlon became Chair of the Board. 
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Dimock’s Presidency was rudely interrupted in March 1983 during his fifth term (1983-
86), to which he had been appointed in the spring of 1982, when he was diagnosed as having 
cancer of the larynx.  His treatment was long and painful but miraculously successful, and he 
continued for many years to perform valuable work for the Institute as Chair of the Board of 
Trustees and as Chair of the Building Committee overseeing the building of the new Institute 
headquarters in Gurgaon.  During Dimock’s illness, everyone rallied around while Frank Conlon 
as Chair of the Board and Frederick Asher as Vice-President that year assigned tasks and 
responsibilities so that AIIS functions continued as normally as possible.  In the view of some, 
Asher, who had done so much to promote Dimock’s continuation in the presidency, played a 
major role in holding the organization together.  This led, it was thought, to his own candidacy 
for president in1985, for which he was firmly supported by both Dimock and Mehendiratta.  But 
he had to wait until 1994 for this to become a reality. 

Still reeling from Dimock’s illness, the Institute suffered a second major catastrophe 
when Pradeep Mehendiratta was felled by a severe heart attack in November 1983 in 
Washington, D.C.  Fortunately, he too recovered well, only to be hit again three years later by 
injuries sustained when he had to evacuate the Pan Am plane on which he was traveling to the 
U.S. when it was hijacked in September 1986 at the Karachi airport. 

At least one more attempt was made to extend Dimock’s tenure.  On 29 October 1984 
Sheldon Pollock, then Trustee from the University of Iowa, wrote to the Executive and 
Nominating Committees about the leadership of the AIIS.  After recent visits to India, Pollock 
felt that changing Institute presidents “at a time of critical importance” when elections were 
about to be held in India with possible resultant “shuffling of the middle-level bureaucrats who 
are responsible for decisions affecting the day to day working of the Institute” would be counter-
productive.  He advanced the argument that an abrupt change in leadership coupled with an 
altered political situation in Delhi could be expected to have deleterious consequences for this 
key function [of securing ministerial approval of research proposals].  He went on to say that, 

 
It would take considerable time – several years, one would 
estimate – for successors to Dimock and Mehendiratta to learn to 
function with comparable expertise and the price to be paid for 
their learning experience would be the endangerment of the 
research opportunities in India of our students and colleagues. 

 
Pollock then suggested that exceptional circumstances warranted exceptional responses: 
 

Although the Bylaws of the Institute prohibit a fourth [sic] 
presidential term for Dimock, it seems very much in our interests 
to extend his presidency for one more year…Bylaws are meant to 
facilitate, not obstruct, the functioning of an institution 

 
Pollock proposed an ad hoc amendment allowing for one more year.46 

While this effort was in vain, it illustrated the perception of Dimock – and the Dimock-
Mehendiratta team – as indispensable, if not irreplaceable.  Such a perception was fraught with 
danger for an institution, which after all is more than its leaders, however successful they may be 
during their leadership tenure.  The Institute survived and prospered after W. Norman Brown, 
and, without detracting from Dimock’s accomplishments (and they were many), it survived after 
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Dimock.  These episodes pointed up the need for back-up plans, for orderly succession 
scenarios, and for greater sharing of responsibilities among the Institute’s officers. 

Dimock’s illness slowed down his ambitious fund-raising efforts, but by the end of his 
presidency on 30 June 1986, he had managed to lay the solid foundations for the Institute’s 
healthy fiscal future.  The reputation of the American Institute of Indian Studies as the largest 
and most dynamic of American overseas research programs was assured.  Dimock had led the 
Institute imaginatively though its post-Brown phase of institution-building. 

Dimock’s Presidency was not without critics, and, like Brown before him, he did not 
seem to know when – and did not want – to give up the Presidency.  Both men clearly enjoyed 
the power and the perks, but gave of themselves unstintingly to create and nurture this 
organization.  Personalistic management style over a kind of preserve – a feudal barony some 
called it – was a criticism often leveled at them both.  Is this an unavoidable characteristic in the 
construction and development of a path-breaking institution?  Comparative studies with similar 
organizations would help to answer this question. 

Dimock’s style of stewardship made him into what some considered a virtual cult figure, 
a warm, responsive, accessible yet powerful guru to an assemblage of adoring bhaktas.  Dimock 
was much more in the Indian tradition – so regarded both in America and in India itself – than 
was Norman Brown, the highly-respected but always aloof leader towering over his colleagues 
and followers. 

 
h. Presidency of Joseph W. Elder: 1986-94 

By early 1985, Sections 5.02 and 5.04 of the AIIS Bylaws went back into effect, and the 
election of a new President was scheduled for March 1985.  Section 5.04 stipulated that a slate of 
not less than two names be prepared for the office of President-Elect, who would serve alongside 
the sitting President for the final year of the latter’s term.  The two nominees were Joseph Elder 
(Wisconsin) and Frederick Asher (Minnesota).  Elder represented change and a real break with 
the past, relying heavily on the Institute’s bureaucracy, while Asher was thought to favor 
continuation of the Dimock style of personalistic management.  It was well-known that outgoing 
president Dimock strongly favored Frederick Asher.  Asher had served as Chair of the 
Committee on Art and Archaeology from 1976 to 1980, as Special Assistant to Dimock in 
1980,47 as Vice-President in 1982 – 83, Chair of the Selection Committee from 1983 to 1985 
(taking over for the second year when Richard Tucker went to India and was unable to continue 
on the Committee), and had been one of Minnesota’s two AIIS Trustees for seven years between 
1978 and 1985.  Elder, on the other hand, had had less formal Institute experience.  He had 
participated, as Wisconsin’s new director of its College Year in India program, in the Oberlin 
Conference of 1962 that discussed the possible Institute inclusion of an undergraduate 
component – a suggestion that was ultimately rejected.  Elder had served as Chair of the 
Nominating Committee in 1971-73, and had been on the 1979 ad hoc Committee on 
Constitutional Makeup.   
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Illustration 10 
Joseph W. Elder, Fourth President of the AIIS, 1986-94. 
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Illustration 11 
Foundation stone-laying ceremony for the AIIS building in Gurgaon, Haryana, 20 

 January 1994.  Shri Dhanak Lal Mandal, Governor of Haryana, and the AIIS President 
 Joseph W. Elder. 
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Illustration 12 
AIIS Director General Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta speaking at the foundation stone-

 laying ceremony for the AIIS building in Gurgaon, Haryana, 20 January, 1994. 
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However, he had never been on the AIIS Board of Trustees.  His first Institute connection 
was as recipient of a Senior Research fellowship in the initial batch of fellows selected, 1962-63. 

The March 1985 election was said to be very close – results of balloting were never 
available for any of these contests.  However, it was generally agreed that an inadvertently 
public remark by Nancy Alexander, the Assistant to the President, revealed that Elder won the 
election by a slim margin over Asher.  Asher went on to accept Elder’s appointment of him as 
Treasurer, and he held that office until 1994 when he became President.  Joseph Elder proceeded 
to spend the following year, 1985-86, as President-Elect, learning the ropes from Dimock and 
Mehendiratta both in the U.S. and in India, where all three traveled around together to AIIS 
Centers in India. 

When University of Wisconsin Sociology Professor Elder took over as President on 1 
July 1986 at the age of 56, the secretariat remained at the University of Chicago; so the Institute 
reverted to having a “long-distance” presidency.  Nevertheless, the arrival of the computer age, 
fax machines, and greatly improved telephone communications both within the U.S. and between 
the U.S. and India facilitated operations and helped to counter such disjunctions in day-to-day 
business as had occurred during the Embree presidency. 

One of Elder’s first moves was to see to the computerization of Institute files and 
operations in the Chicago office.  He worked with Kaye Hill, the new administrator who came 
on board even as Elder was President-Elect, to modernize and streamline the Institute’s 
operations, particularly with regard to the all-important fellowship program.  It should be noted 
also that in 1985 the Institute’s fiscal operations were finally moved to Chicago from Penn 
(although Donald Murray of Penn continued as AIIS Investment Officer and Assistant Secretary 
from 1983 to 1990).  Treasurer Asher at his home base in Minnesota was physically separated 
from the financial files now in Chicago, as indeed was Murray in contrast to the proximity he 
had earlier enjoyed.  Some awkwardness inevitably resulted from the Chicago-Wisconsin-
Minnesota (and some residual Pennsylvania, until 1990) dispersed supervision and 
administration of Institute affairs. 

Joseph Elder became president unencumbered by years of association with the inner 
working of the AIIS, and without being personally beholden to any of the previous Presidents.  
However, more than twenty years of experience running Wisconsin’s College Year in India and 
in Nepal, and many years as activist in a variety of international organizations gave Elder a solid 
background for coming to grips with bureaucracies – domestic and foreign – and with a variety 
of fund-raising institutions.  Some worried that Elder’s continuing involvement with the 
Wisconsin programs, amongst other things, might detract from the attention he should give to the 
routine details of Institute affairs.  But even as a “part-time” president – unlike Dimock whose 
life increasingly was totally consumed by work for the Institute – Elder appeared to have been 
able to remain on top of all the major aspects of AIIS business, in addition to carrying on all his 
other duties.  His own legendary indefatigability and capacity for juggling a myriad of details 
were complemented by an ever-increasing operational sophistication at Chicago headquarters 
under Kaye Hill. 

In a wide-ranging interview in January 1992,48  Elder reviewed what he saw as 
significant developments during his Presidency to date.  Among them was an improvement in 
relations with the Government of India in regard to project acceptances and issuance of visas, 
some of which could be traced to changes and innovations made under the Elder-Hill regime at 
the Chicago office. 



II. D. 1.   The AIIS Presidency and the Presidents: 1961-97 
 

- 171 - 

One of Elder’s most important decisions centered on the AIIS Language Program.  From 
the earliest days of the Institute it was intended to promote and provide language training at 
various levels in India.  Beginning in 1969-70 the U.S. Office of Education began to support the 
Institute’s language program, and the Government of India permitted such a program to be set 
up.  Institute Language Committees came and went, GOI regulations kept changing, and funding 
sources vacillated from year to year.  The largest segment of the program was for Hindi and was 
situated variously in Delhi, Agra, and again in New Delhi.  By 1985 the program was receiving 
considerable criticism from students who felt they were being short-changed, and to some extent 
the whole program was being neglected by Language Committees appointed by the AIIS 
Executive Committee.  Then the U.S. Office of Education gave the program very bad reviews, 
ranking the India program at the bottom of the dozen programs it funded in other countries.  
Clearly, incoming President Elder had to take some drastic action. 

With Elder’s experience in supervising the highly successful University of Wisconsin 
program in Varanasi, in which language training played a central role, he teamed up with a new 
action-oriented AIIS Language Committee to improve matters fast.  As soon as he became 
President, he saw to it that the Hindi program was moved from New Delhi to Varanasi so that 
students could be in a Hindi-speaking environment at all times.  It became necessary to recruit a 
new professional teaching corps since many of the New Delhi teachers were unable to shift to 
Varanasi for a variety of reasons.  The Language Committee, headed by Rosane Rocher of 
Pennsylvania, proceeded very effectively to professionalize the teaching program.  In tackling 
the Language Program almost immediately, Elder gave notice that he was his own man and that 
he would make whatever changes were necessary, even if it meant some discontent on the part of 
certain staff members.  The smaller Tamil program was also reorganized and greatly improved.  
Elder knew whereof he spoke, since for over thirty years he himself used both Hindi and Tamil 
in his own field work.  His many years of working on conflict resolution for the American 
Friends Service Committee and his personal interest in promoting pro-active policies stood him 
in good stead in tackling a variety of ticklish personnel problems not uncommon in bureaucratic 
situations. 

A further significant development under Elder was the decision to buy land for an 
Institute complex in the Delhi area.  Discussions about an AIIS building went on for years.  As 
detailed below in Chapter V. F., Government of India restrictions and escalating costs effectively 
precluded situating the office in New Delhi; so the Institute finally bought land in Gurgaon, in 
Haryana State, some twenty-seven kilometers from the Defence Colony area where it had been 
for nearly thirty years.  With an architect and building committee – chaired by Edward Dimock – 
in place, the AIIS in January 1994 laid the foundation stone of its own home in Gurgaon. 

These then were some of the major Institute developments that took place under Elder’s 
leadership.  In the U.S. the long-awaited activation of the “Forward Fund,” whereby monies the 
Institute had husbanded over recent years could be invested in a high interest-bearing account in 
India, was another major accomplishment of Elder’s presidency, although of course most of the 
spade-work for this was done by Edward Dimock. 

 
i. Presidency of Frederick M. Asher: 1994-2002 

In March 1993 Frederick Asher was elected President-Elect in a contest that pitted him 
against Richard Lariviere of the University of Texas.  Frederick (“Rick”) M. Asher was well-
known to the AIIS.  For many years he had participated in the annual meetings of the AIIS Board 
as one of the University of Minnesota’s two Trustees.  He had chaired the AIIS Committee on  
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Illustration 13 
Frederick M. Asher, Fifth President of the AIIS, 1994-2002 
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Art and Archaeology.  In 1982 he had been elected AIIS Vice-President when Ed Dimock was 
elected President for another four years.  Later that year, when cancer struck down Ed Dimock 
and AIIS matters began to falter, Asher stepped into the breach.  With the assistance of Frank 
Conlon, Chair of the Board of Trustees, Asher held the organization together.  He signed 
documents necessary to maintain the flow of funds from financial agencies and made certain that 
Fellows left for India in time to carry out their research projects.  In 1983, when Pradeep 
Mehendiratta suffered a severe heart attack, Asher again stepped in.  With the help of S. Suri and 
other staff members in India, he made sure the Institute office in New Delhi continued to 
function effectively despite the unexpected absence of Director Mehendiratta. 

One of Joseph Elder’s first actions after succeeding to the AIIS Presidency in 1986 was 
to ask Rick Asher to be the AIIS Treasurer.  True to form, Asher agreed; so from 1986 to 1994 
Asher played the central role of Treasurer in the functioning of the AIIS both in the USA and in 
India.  After eight years of working together, the transition of the Presidency from Elder to Asher 
was seamless. 

This history of the AIIS officially covers only the first four years of Asher’s presidency 
(1994-98).  However, those years saw the opening of the Institute’s new Headquarters Building 
in Gurgaon, Haryana; the move of the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology to its 
new facilities in the Gurgaon building; and the transfer of the well-stocked library and 
photograph files of the Center for Art and Archaeology from the Ramnagar courthouse across 
the Ganges River from Varanasi to its new location in Gurgaon.  The consolidation under one 
roof of so many AIIS activities generated an increased sense of participation among AIIS staff 
members.  Those four years also saw the end of U.S. government rupee funding and the 
launching of a more-than-ever financially self-sufficient AIIS. 
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 
II. D.  OFFICERS OF THE CORPORATION 
 2. The AIIS Vice-Presidency and Vice-Presidents 
 According to the original 1961 Bylaws of the Corporation, one of the four named 
officers was the Vice-President, who was to serve for one year and “…until his successor shall 
have been duly chosen and qualified.”  No limit was imposed upon the number of terms the 
Vice-President could serve.  Section 5.04 of the Bylaws described the office as follows: 

 
In the absence or disability of the President, the Vice-President 
may perform all the duties of the President, and when so acting, 
shall have all the powers of, and be subject to all the restrictions 
upon, the President; provided, however, that the Vice-President 
shall not act as a member of or as chairman of any special 
committee of which the President is a member or chairman by 
designation or ex-officio, except when designated by the Board of 
Trustees.  The Vice-President shall perform such other duties as 
may from time to time be assigned to him by the Board of Trustees 
or the President. 

 
One of the resolutions submitted to the Trustees on 9 May 1970 by the Potter Committee 

on Reorganization stated: 
 
Resolved, that the vice-president is the second in command 

for executive affairs, prepared to assume executive authority in 
case of necessity.  Election to this position shall be for a term of 
one year.  The Nominating Committee will nominate one or more 
candidates for election to the position each year.1 

 
When the Bylaws were re-stated on 16 September 1970, there was no change from the 1961 
version in the wording of the Section pertaining to the Vice-President, although the Section itself 
was numbered 5.05 rather than 5.04. 

During discussions in “Retzlaff II,” the Committee to Reorganize the AIIS in the USA 
(1973),2 the very existence of the Vice-Presidency must have been questioned since one of the 
Committee’s recommendations (#2) stated: 

 
The position of Vice-President shall be continued.  The term of 
office of the Vice-President shall be one year.  He shall also serve 
as ex-officio chairman of the selection committee during that year. 
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Thus, in 1973, appeared the first linking of the Vice-Presidency with chairing the 
Selection Committee.  The “Retzlaff II” Committee further commented: 

 
We would hope that a convention would develop whereby the 
Vice-President would be an ordinary member of the Executive 
Committee entering his second year of office, who had some prior 
experience on a fellowship selection committee.3 

 
 Up to this point there was no limit placed on the number of one-year terms an individual 
might serve as Vice-President.  Chart 1, below, shows the incumbents year by year and the 
number of years each served. 

After Frederick Asher was nominated for Vice-President in February 1978 and turned it 
down on the grounds of already doing much Institute work4, he commented on the Vice-
Presidency in a letter later that year to Richard Tucker, Chair of the Nominating Committee: 

 
The term of Vice-President, though now a year longer than it was 
[sic], still is inadequate.  If it were made coincidental with the 
President’s term, it would permit the delegation of a few more 
responsibilities over a somewhat longer period of time, the 
development of an executive team, and the logical possibility of a 
Vice-President who might succeed the President.  This is the item 
which is beyond the control of the Nominating Committee, but if 
you see advantages to my suggestion, yours would be the 
Committee most appropriate to make the recommendation when 
the Executive Committee meets in March.  In any event, select the 
Vice-President with great care.5 

 
As Chart 1 shows, six out of eight incumbents of the Vice-Presidency between 1961 and 1978 
actually held the position for two or more years.  Later Bylaw amendments prohibited a person 
from succeeding himself/herself as Vice-President; so Asher’ notion of developing a closely-knit 
executive team never got off the ground.  It seems to have smacked too much of the 
concentration of power or of having dynastic overtones.  Asher did become a one-year Vice-
President in 1982-83, in time to take on substantial Presidential tasks when Dimock became ill in 
March 1983. 

The next attempt at changing aspects of the Vice-Presidency came in 1979 when the 
Miller-Elder Committee on Constitutional Makeup6 proposed the addition of a Vice-President 
Elect position.  First this Committee suggested prefacing Section 5.06 (which had been Section 
5.05) with the statement: 

 
The Vice-President shall preside over the Corporation’s selection 
committee, 

 
and then it added Section 5.07, “The Vice-President Elect,” which stipulated: 

 
The Vice-President Elect shall serve on the Corporation’s selection 
committee for one year.  At the end of that year, the Vice-President 
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Elect shall become Vice-President and shall preside over the 
Corporation’s selection committee. 

 
Joseph Elder explained the Committee’ rationale in a letter to President Edward Dimock: 

 
1. The Vice-President has come to mean chairing the 

selection committee.  We’re putting into prose only what 
has happened 

2. The Vice-President Elect position makes certain that 
experience and continuity remain at the helm of the 
selection committee.  As I understand it, the present 
arrangement is for the previous year’s chair of the selection 
committee to remain on the committee to help the new 
chair with his/her experience.  Our prose again merely 
formalized more-or-less what is happening right now.7 

 
The Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting (10-11 November 1979) report that 

the Miller-Elder suggestion was not accepted, noting that, 
 
…the Vice-President Elect position be eliminated and that the 
Vice- President shall serve as a member of the Selection 
Committee during his term of office, become Chairman of the 
Committee the year following that term and again serve as a 
member of the Selection Committee in the second year following 
the term of office.8 

 
This proposed position finally gained acceptance.  It went into practice in 1992 with 

Paula Richman when she was about to become the Vice-President Elect.9 
By 1981 Section 5.06 incorporated the Selection Committee function and added one new 

element.  After the same initial wording as before, the Section went on in the 1981 re-stated 
Bylaws: 

 
During the year of his or her term in office the Vice-President shall 
serve as a member of the Selection Committee.  During the year 
following that term he or she shall serve as Chairman [sic] of the 
Selection Committee and in the second year following the term in 
office as a member of the Selection Committee.  In the event of the 
death, resignation, or inability of the President to complete the 
term of office the Vice-President shall succeed to the Presidency 
for the period of the unexpired term and shall be eligible to 
succeed himself or herself. 

 
In 1989 when the Dushkin Committee on Constitutional Revision (established on 14 

November 1988) presented its report, the Vice-President was mentioned in three Sections of the 
Bylaws.  Section 5.01 stipulated that the Vice-President must be a Trustee of the Institute; 
Section 5.02 stated: 
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The Vice-President shall hold office for one year and until the 
successor shall have been duly chosen and qualified.  The Vice-
President may not succeed himself or herself. 

 
And Section 5.07 described the office as follows, with slight changes from earlier versions: 

 
During the year of the term in office, the Vice-President shall 
perform such duties as may from time to time be assigned by the 
Board of Trustees or the President and shall serve as a member of 
the Selection Committee.  During the year following that term, he 
or she shall serve as Chairman [sic] of the Selection Committee 
and in the second year following the term in office as a member of 
the Selection Committee [emphasis mine].  In the event of the 
death, resignation, or disability of the President, the Vice-President 
shall serve as Acting President (in accordance with Section 5.05) 
and shall be eligible to be elected. 

 
These amended Bylaws took effect in April 1990. 

 
Chart 1: Vice-Presidents of the AIIS: 1961-97 

 
  Date      Name    Institute           Class 
1961-62 Milton Singer    Chicago   A 
1962-63 Milton Singer    Chicago   A 
1963-64 Milton Singer    Chicago   A 
1964-65 Richard Park    Pittsburgh   B 
1965-66 Richard Park    Michigan   A 
1966-67 Richard Park    Michigan   A 
1967-68 Ainslie Embree   Columbia   A 
1968-69 Ainslie Embree   Columbia   A 
1969-70 Ainslie Embree   Duke    A 
1970-71 Ainslie Embree   Duke    A 
1971-72 Edward Dimock   Chicago   A 
1972-73 Edward Dimock   Chicago   A 
1973-74 Edward Dimock   Chicago   A 
  Alan Heston (also Treasurer)  Pennsylvania   A 
1974-75 Ralph Nicholas   Chicago   A 
1975-76 Ralph Nicholas   Chicago   A 
1976-77 Harold Gould    Illinois    A 
1977-78 Eleanor Zelliot    Carleton College  B 

Chart 1: Vice-Presidents of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
 
Date      Name    Institute           Class 
1978-79 Harold Gould    Illinois    A 
1979-80 Manindra Verma   Wisconsin   A 
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1980-81 Manindra Verma   Wisconsin   A 
1981-82 Ludo Rocher    Pennsylvania   A 
1982-83 Frederick Asher   Minnesota   A 
1983-84 Richard Tucker   Oakland   B 
1984-85 Susan Huntington   Ohio State   B 
1985-86 Arjun Appadurai   Pennsylvania   A 
1986-87 Robert Goldman   Cal-Berkeley   A 
1987-88 Richard Barnett   Virginia   A 
1988-89 Lelah Dushkin    Kansas State   B 
1989-90 Richard Lariviere   Texas    A 
1990-91 Austin Creel    Florida    B 
1991-92 John Carman    Harvard   A 
1992-93 Paula Richman    Oberlin   
 B 
1993-94 Philip Lutgendorf   Iowa    B 
1994-95 Philip Lutgendorf   Iowa    B 
1995-96 Eleanor Zelliot    Carleton College  B 
1996-97 Peter Claus    Cal State-Hayward  B 

 
Analysis of Chart 1 shows that in the first twenty years -- 1961-81 -- nine individuals 

held the position of Vice-President. 
 
Of these, seven had multi-year terms: 
 

Ainslie Embree 
Edward Dimock 

Richard Park 
Milton Singer 

Ralph Nicholas 
Manindra Verma 

Harold Gould 

Four years 
Three years 
Three years 
Three years 
Two years 
Two years 

Two 1-year terms – separated by a year 
 

 Alan Heston and Eleanor Zelliot served for only one year each during this period.  After 
1981 the Vice-Presidential term was mandated at one year.   
 Of the twenty-three individuals who were Vice-President from 1961 to 1997, only four 
were women:  Eleanor Zelliot, Susan Huntington, Lelah Dushkin, and Paula Richman.  Over the 
thirty-seven years recorded in the above chart, Class A Members produced the Vice-President 
twenty-six times, with Class B Members represented eleven times.  Of the twenty-one different 
institutions that provided the Vice-President, Chicago was represented eight times; Pennsylvania 
three times; and Carleton College, Columbia, Duke, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin twice 
each.  
 
Single appearances were made (in chronological order) by: 
 

Pittsburgh 
Minnesota 

Oakland 
Ohio State

Virginia 
Kansas State 
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Texas 
Florida 

Harvard 
Oberlin 

Iowa 
Cal State-Hayward 

 
In the 1980s Pradeep Mehendiratta, the Institute’s Director (subsequently Director 

General) in India, began using the title “AIIS Vice-President” in correspondence and various 
interactions within India.  As far as can be determined, this use of the title “Vice-President” did 
not issue from the AIIS Bylaws’ section on Officers but was informally validated by the 
Executive Committee.  In answer to a question, Mehendiratta explained that use of the title 
“Vice-President” was important to establish his credentials for fund-raising activities in India.  It 
was, however, not subject to electoral procedures, term limits, membership and chairing of the 
Selection Committee, etc. and perhaps should be formally distinguished from the other, elective 
Vice-President.  In the Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 24 March 1994, Mehendiratta 
was listed among the officers as “Director General and Vice-President,” immediately followed 
by Philip Lutgendorf as “Vice-President.”  While most corporations do have several Vice-
Presidents (“V-P for this,” “V-P for that”), perhaps the AIIS should legitimize Mehendiratta’s 
usage of the title by adding a section to the Bylaws.  Will the title, for instance, always inhere in 
the Director General’s position?  An interesting sidelight on the use of this title came from a 
letter of Donald Murray to President Dimock in 1983.  In it Murray wrote: 

 
When I was in India recently Pradeep [Mehendiratta] 

suggested that the title of Treasurer be changed to Vice-President 
and Treasurer.  As a matter of fact he always introduces me there 
as a Vice-President of the Institute.  The reason is, of course, the 
importance of titles and the level of person with whom you should 
meet.  I think all this can be accomplished by a simple resolution 
of the Executive Committee.  There is no need to change the by-
laws since the change is solely for cosmetic purposes.  A 
resolution such as the following would serve the 
purposes…Resolved that the title of the Treasurer be changed to 
Vice-President and Treasurer with no change in the authority or 
responsibility of the position as set forth in the by-laws.” 
…I’m not sure that it is even necessary to have any action by the 
Trustees since there are no changes in responsibility or authority of 
the office.10 

 
No evidence ever surfaced to show that Murray’s suggestion bore fruit.  But the principle 

was perpetuated in Mehendiratta’s use of the title. 
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 
II. D.  OFFICERS OF THE CORPORATION 
 3. The Chair (Né Chairman) of the AIIS Board of Trustees 
 Section 5.01 of the American Institute of Indian Studies’ Bylaws in their various versions 
between 1961 and 1997 laid out the “Number and Qualifications” of the Institute’s officers.  The 
original Bylaws drawn up in 1961 declared that the Corporation’s officers include “a President, a 
Vice-President, a Secretary and a Treasurer and such other officers as the Board of Trustees may 
from time to time appoint.”  No mention was made in 1961 of a Chair of the Board, although 
several Institute documents stated that a Bylaw section (5.04) entitled “The Chairman of the 
Board” existed in the original Bylaws but “was deleted in its entirety at time of the 1973 
revisions.”1   These assertions were not true. 
 
  a. Chairs of the AIIS Board of Trustees 

The position of Chair of the Board was actually established in 1970.  McCrea Hazlett of 
the University of Rochester was its first incumbent, taking office in the fall of 1970.  Hazlett 
served as Chair for one year, 1970-71, during which he was an Institute Trustee from the 
University of Rochester.   

Establishment of the position of Chair of the Board was proposed by the ad hoc 
Committee on Reorganization, chaired by Karl Potter, which the Executive Committee set up in 
mid-1969 in the wake of the Timber Cove Planning Conference of May 1969.2  The 
recommendation to this effect was first introduced as one of Potter’s eleven suggestions for 
Institute reorganization derived from his report to the Executive Committee Meeting of 10 
October 1969.  On the next day, 11 October 1969, the Board received his recommendations but 
took no action at that time.  Rather, the Trustees decided to study the proposals and called for 
action at the Board Meeting in the spring of 1970.  The proposal to establish the post of Chair of 
the Board was received favorably and accepted by the Trustees on 9 May 1970.  As soon as the 
Bylaws could be amended (in September) to include this provision, the position was established, 
and McCrea Hazlett was elected to it. 

Need for the post of Chair seems to have arisen in the last two years of the Brown 
Presidency (1969-71).  While documentation is sparse, since discussion of controversial matters 
was more often oral rather than committed to writing, some hints can be found of the rationale 
for the introduction of this position.  For example, Dimock wrote on 10 April 1979: 

 
…toward the end of Norman Brown’s long tenure as President of 
the Institute there was considerable criticism, to the effect that 
Norman was kind of running the organization out of his hip 
pocket, and the Executive Committee and other important bodies 
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were merely rubber-stamp operations…Among the things that the 
Retzlaff Committee3 suggested were that a Chairman of the Board 
be elected, to diffuse somewhat the President’s power…4 

 
While Dimock was correct about the period (1969-70) in which the Chairmanship was mooted, 
he was not correct that it was the Retzlaff Committee that brought it about.  It was the 
Committee on Reorganization headed by Karl Potter. 

Later on, Richard Park also explained the genesis of the Chair’s position.  In a letter to 
Ralph Retzlaff when structural reorganization was still very much in the air during the Embree 
presidency that followed W. Norman Brown’s retirement on 30 June 1971, Park wrote: 

 
This post [Chair of the Board] was introduced when Norman 
Brown was a fully-paid President and it was felt that there should 
be an independent review procedure.5 

 
The first time the position was mentioned in the Bylaws in 1970 at the beginning of the 

Brown transition period, it was described as follows in Section 5.04: 
 
The Chairman of the Board shall be responsible for the initiation of 
re-examinations by the Board of the overall policies and programs 
of the Corporation.  He shall preside at all meetings of the Board 
of Trustees.6 

 
That W. Norman Brown had not taken kindly to the proposal to establish the new 

position can be seen from a letter he wrote on 11 January 1970 to Karl Potter (then Professor of 
Philosophy at the University of Minnesota), the originator of the Chairmanship proposal in his 
Committee on Reorganization.  In his letter Brown stated: 

 
Here are my comments on your letter of December 26, 

1969, concerning the reorganization of the AIIS…One of the 
assigned duties of the proposed Chairman of the Board seems to 
me to be open to question.  This is the duty of “reviewing the 
policies of the Institute.”  I am not sure what is meant by 
“reviewing.”  If it means anything like “judicial re-examination, as 
of the proceedings of a lower tribunal of any kind by a higher” 
(Webster’s New International Dictionary of the English Language, 
Second Edition Unabridged [I do not own the 3rd edition], p. 2133, 
column 3, s.v. “review” n, definition 10), then the result could be 
embarrassing, even pernicious.  The new Chairman of the Board 
would then be a kind of one-man Supreme Court or Dictator over 
the Executive Committee, which now is, and should remain, 
subject only to the Board of Trustees. 

If, on the other hand, “reviewing” means something less 
than this, then there is no point in using the word “reviewing” or 
even mentioning the idea.  As a member of the Executive 
Committee the chairman of the Board would have all the rights of 
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such membership.  He could introduce proposals, initiate ideas, 
discuss all matters brought before the committee, question, debate, 
and vote.  He would be, and should be, on a level with all other 
members of the Committee.  That should be enough.  I think, 
therefore, that the phrase “reviewing the policies of the Institute” 
should be stricken. 

 
Norman Brown’s vehement objection to the word “reviewing” in the draft of the 

recommendation seems to have been accepted.  However, the Executive Committee resolution to 
establish this new position that was placed before the Board of Trustees at their meeting in 
Manhattan, Kansas on 9 May 1970 substituted the word “re-examination” for “review” as 
follows: 

 
Resolved:  That there be a Chairman of the Board, whose duties 
shall include: chairing the meetings of the Board of Trustees, 
initiating re-examination by the Trustees of the general policies 
and concerns of the Institute, serving on the Executive Committee. 
 The Chairman of the Board shall be elected for a one-year term.7 

 
The Chair’s position was first officially mentioned in the first resolution to be presented 

to the Manhattan meeting in the following words: 
 
Resolved:   That beginning in the Fall of 1970 the Executive 
Committee be constituted of eleven members [it had been seven 
members from 1961 to 1964, and eight from 1965 to 1970] as 
follows: The President, the Vice-President, the Secretary, the 
Treasurer, the Chairman of the Board, and six non-officer 
members… 

 
The Manhattan meeting produced a re-stated set of Bylaws circulated on 16 September 

1970.  This was referred to in a memo from the Transition Committee (set up to manage the 
retirement of W. Norman Brown from the Presidency and the selection of his successor) to the 
whole Executive Committee.  On 11 November 1970 this memo noted: 

 
We suggested the Chairman’s functions be more clearly defined  
within the rather vague wording of the new constitution [i.e., the 
re-stated by-laws of 16 September 1970], and that he take a major 
responsibility for fund raising and developmental activities, 
assisting and directing such committees as are relevant for this.  
The President would retain responsibility for general oversight of 
the administration both here and in India under the direction of the 
Executive Committee and the Trustees.  At some point, the Board 
of Trustees may wish to consider the consolidation of the two 
offices of Chairman and President; this seems possible under the 
wording of our present constitution.8 

 



II. D. 3.  The Chair (Né Chairman) of the AIIS Board of Trustees 
 

- 186 - 

The Transition Committee was apparently responding to the direction of the Trustees, 
doing their best to curb Norman Brown’s power, gracefully if possible.  This was to be done not 
only with the actual creation of the Chair’s position, but also by, in a sense, threatening to 
appoint 

 
an Executive Secretary who would assume many of the 
administrative functions of the President as well as developing new 
approaches to the needs of our constituency.9    

 
While the Transition Committee envisioned the Executive Secretary “as a young person” and felt 
that the office would remain a junior post, 

 
being essentially the administrative assistant of the President, 
Chairman, and the Executive Committee,10 

 
the very idea must have been galling to one who had always exercised unfettered power and who 
was accustomed to handling operational details of the Institute, however minute.  Brown was not 
used to delegating authority, especially to some “young person.”  The notion of an Executive 
Secretary was not accepted in 1970 but continued to be bandied about from time to time 
throughout the second decade of the Institute’s life. 

Even after W. Norman Brown’s retirement on 30 June 1971, the Chair of the Board 
position was retained despite several attempts to abolish it.  For example, Morris David Morris, 
who had been appointed by President Embree in March 1972 to head a Committee on the Future 
Organization of the American Institute of Indian Studies in the U.S. (a Committee that never met 
nor issued a report), wrote in a lengthy memo he submitted as an individual on 6 September 
1972 in place of a formal Committee report that: 

 
…there have been difficulties in establishing an appropriate role 

for 
the Executive Committee…There is no obvious administrative 
reason for the post of Chairman of the Board – it was created to 
deal with some temporary difficulties – and I recommend that it be 
abolished.11 

 
Morris’ suggestion was quickly followed by Richard Park, who, even though he was 

Chair of the Board at the time, in a letter to Ralph Retzlaff bluntly wrote: 
 
The Chairman of the Board [position] can be eliminated.  This post 
was introduced when Norman Brown was a fully-paid President 
and it was felt that there should be an independent review 
procedure.  The post is no longer necessary.12 

 
Following that came a recommendation of the Committee to Reorganize the AIIS in the 

USA (headed by Ralph Retzlaff)13 in a memo to President Embree that: 
The position of Chairman of the Board of Trustees be abolished.14 
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The recommendation of the “Retzlaff II” Committee to abolish the position of Chair of 
the Board was not accepted, and in early 1973 no change in the Bylaws in this respect was made. 
 Rather it was decided that “The Chairman for 1973/74 shall be elected by and from among 
members present [at the Trustees’ Meeting] on May 5, 1973.”15 

By 1979, when the Miller-Elder Committee deliberated constitutional revisions, Joseph 
Elder wrote to President Dimock: 

 
The “Chairman of the Board” remains – if only to have one more 
member-with-an-important-sounding-name to go along on the 
fund-raising, vote mobilizing activities of the President.16 

 
Bylaw revisions were made in 1979, revised again in 1985 (21 March 1985) and re-stated 

on 20 March 1986.  At that time, the title of the post was made gender-neutral in response to 
shifting social norms, changing from “Chairman” to “Chair.”  While until that date the Chair 
held office for one year (despite the occurrence of two two-year terms), in 1986 the term was set 
at three years, and the duties of the position no longer involved “initiation of reexaminations by 
the Board of the overall policies and programs of the Corporation.”  At that point, and as later 
ratified by the Dushkin Bylaws Revision Committee of 1989, the duties of the Chair were 
reduced and simplified: 

 
The Chair of the Board shall chair the Annual Meetings of the 
Board of Trustees and shall perform other duties as may from time 
to time be requested by the Board of Trustees or the President.17 

 
Sixteen persons have held the position of Chairman / Chair.  Richard Park probably had 

the office for two years (1971-73), as did F. Tomasson Januzzi (1979-81), while twelve persons 
served one-year terms.  The fifteenth incumbent, Edward Dimock, became Chair in 1986 at the 
end of his 14-year Presidency, and he served in this position for eight years until he stepped 
down in 1994 at the end of Joseph Elder’s two four-year presidential terms. Elder became Chair 
of the Board when Asher took over as President in 1994.  The term of this position remained at 
three years. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chart 1: Chairs of the AIIS Board of Trustees: 1970-98 
( From 1961 to 1971 the Position Did Not Exist ) 
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Date  Name    Institution Class  Discipline 
1970-71 McCrea Hazlett  Rochester A  Administration 
1971-72 Richard L. Park   Michigan A  Political Science 
1972-73 Richard L. Park  Michigan A  Political Science 
1973-74 Walter Hauser   Virginia A  History 
1974-75 Robert I. Crane  Syracuse B  History 
1975-76 Karl Potter   Washington A  Philosophy 
1976-77 John E. Brush   Rutgers B  Geography 
1977-78 John H. Broomfield  Michigan A  History 
1978-79 Robert Kearney  Syracuse B  Political Science 
1979-81 F. Tomasson Januzzi  Texas  A  Economics 
1981-82 Eleanor Zelliot   Carleton B  History 
1982-83 Frank Conlon   Washington A  History 
1983-84 Marguerite Robinson  Brandeis B  Int’l Development 
1984-85 Ludo Rocher   Pennsylvania A  Sanskrit 
1985-86 Thomas Metcalf  Cal-Berkeley A  History 
1986-94 Edward C. Dimock, Jr. Chicago A  Language & Literature 
1994-98 Joseph W. Elder  Wisconsin A  Sociology 
 

 
ENDNOTES, II. D. 3. 

1. Cited in a document sent to President Dimock on 2 October 1979 by Barbara Stoler 
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12. I am calling this “Retzlaff II;” see discussion above in section on Executive Committee. 
13. Memo of Committee to Reorganize the AIIS in the USA, Ralph Retzlaff, Chair, 15 

January 1973, presenting its recommendations to President Embree for consideration by 
the Board of Trustees. 

14. Recommendation 3 of the Retzlaff Committee Report, as modified, 15 January 1973. 
15. Letter from Joseph W. Elder to Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 24 October 1979, p. 1. 
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 
II. D.  OFFICERS OF THE CORPORATION 

4. The Secretary of the AIIS 
  a. Introduction 

During the first three decades of the life of the American Institute of Indian Studies the 
two administrative positions of Secretary and Treasurer were often treated together, and at some 
points certain of their functions were combined in a single individual or divided and allocated / 
assigned to two individuals.  Thus it seems appropriate to trace their history and discuss their 
evolution within the same chapter.  As will be seen, these two positions occasioned continual 
and often contentious discussion since the last days of the Brown presidency in 1971.  This 
chapter, accordingly, will set the stage jointly and then trace the history of each position in turn 
within the limitations of the documentation available. 

The original Bylaws of the AIIS Corporation adopted on 4 October 1961 specified in 
Article V, “Officers and Agents” that a Secretary and a Treasurer be included.  Section 5.01 
further stipulated that the Secretary must be a Trustee of the Institute, suggesting by omission 
that the Treasurer need not be.  Thus no such qualification was applied at the outset to the 
position of Treasurer.  According to Section 3.01, Class A Members had to choose as Trustees at 
least one faculty member in good standing, while their second Trustee could be an administrator 
of the member institution.  Class B Members had the option of either a faculty member or an 
administrator for their representative. 

The term of office for each of the four officers (President, Vice-President, Secretary, and 
Treasurer) was originally set for one year (Section 5.02). 

The minutes of the very first meeting of the Board of Trustees held on 7 October 1961 
record that W. Norman Brown was at that time elected President, Milton Singer became Vice-
President, and Henry C. Hart was chosen Secretary.  The position of Treasurer was not filled at 
the beginning.  In fact, according to the minutes of the First Meeting of the Board: 
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The Board was of the opinion it would be preferable to 
postpone the election of a treasurer until the Executive committee 
had had the opportunity to recommend a qualified person for the 
position.  It was further thought desirable that once the 
recommendation is made, the election of Treasurer should be 
handled by mail.1 

 
Detail of the development of the office of Treasurer and a listing of its incumbents will 

be given after we deal with the Secretaryship. 
 
b. The Office of Secretary of the AIIS 

We shall deal first with the position of Secretary, listing its incumbents and tracing its 
development. 

 
Chart 1: Secretaries of the AIIS: 1961-97 

 
President Date  Name     Institution Trustee 
Brown  1961-62 Henry C. Hart    Wisconsin      Yes   
              
Brown  1962-63 Henry C. Hart    Wisconsin      Yes   
              
Brown  1963-64 Richard Robinson   Wisconsin      Yes   
             
Brown  1964-65 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes  
              
Brown  1965-66 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes   
              
Brown  1966-67 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes   
              
Brown  1967-68 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Brown  1968-69 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Brown  1969-70 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Brown  1970-71 Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  Chicago      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Embree 1971-72 Alan W. Heston   Pennsylvania      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
 

Chart 1: Secretaries of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
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Embree 1972-73 Alan W. Heston   Pennsylvania      Yes 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1973-74 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1974-75 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1975-76 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1976-77 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1977-78 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1978-79 Barbara Wichura   Chicago      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1979-80 [Vacant]    - -         - 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Dimock 1980-81 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Dimock 1981-82 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Dimock 1982-83 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Dimock 1983-84 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Dimock 1984-85 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Dimock 1985-86 John S. Hawley   Washington      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
 

Chart 1: Secretaries of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
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Elder  1986-87 Franklin Presler   Kalamazoo      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      No 
              
Elder  1987-88 Franklin Presler   Kalamazoo      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Elder  1988-89 Franklin Presler   Kalamazoo      No 
    Donald Murray (Assistant Secretary) Pennsylvania      Yes 
              
Elder  1989-90 Franklin Presler   Kalamazoo      No 
              
Elder  1990-91 Franklin Presler (ill)   Kalamazoo      No 
    John Carman (Acting Secretary) Harvard      Yes 
    Richard Tucker (Acting Secretary) Oakland      Yes 
              
Elder  1991-92 Tony Stewart    North Carolina     Yes 
              
Elder  1992-93 Tony Stewart    North Carolina     Yes 
              
Elder  1993-94 Tony Stewart    North Carolina     Yes 
              
Asher  1994-95 Ann Gold    Syracuse      Yes 
              
Asher  1995-96 Ann Gold    Syracuse      Yes   
              
Asher  1996-97 Ann Gold    Syracuse      Yes 
              

 
c. Terms and Qualifications of the AIIS Secretary 

The first Institute Bylaws, adopted on 4 October 1961, specified that the Secretary should 
be a Trustee and should be elected for a term of one year (Sections 5.01 and 5.02).  The job was 
laid out in Section 5.05: 

 
The Secretary shall record all votes of the members and of the 
Trustees and the minutes of the meetings of the members and of 
the Board of Trustees in a book or books to be kept for that 
purpose; shall see that notices are given and records and reports 
properly kept and filed by the corporation as required by law; shall 
be the custodian of the seal of the corporation and see that it is 
affixed to all documents to be executed on behalf of the 
corporation under its seal; and shall perform other duties as may 
from time to time be assigned to him by the Board of Trustees or 
the President. 

Over the years this section has undergone only one small change, namely the addition of 
the Executive Committee to the recording responsibilities: “The Secretary shall record all votes 
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of the Members, the Executive Committee and the Board of Trustees and the minutes of the 
meetings of the Members, Executive Committee and the Board of Trustees…” (1990 version). 

 
d. The Secretary Under President Brown 

During the Brown Presidency (1961-71) the position of Secretary was held by faculty 
members – and Trustees – from Wisconsin and Chicago, the two other universities whose 
representatives had played a crucial role in collaborating with W. Norman Brown of 
Pennsylvania to establish the Institute.  This seems to have been a deliberate attempt to distribute 
leadership positions among the most active member institutions, with the notable exception of 
the University of California-Berkeley. 

Henry Hart, the Wisconsin political scientist whose contribution to the 1961 negotiations 
in New Delhi was so crucial, did not gain the Presidency.  That position fairly naturally went to 
Brown whose three decades of planning finally paid off in 1961.  Hart’s reward was the 
Secretaryship of the new organization, gained at the First Meeting of the Board of Trustees on 7 
October 1961. 

Following Henry Hart’s two one-year terms, W. Norman Brown wrote to Milton Singer 
that he was: 

 
…concerned about the successor to Henry as Secretary of the 
AIIS. 

 
Brown noted that: 

 
Henry would like to have [Richard] Robinson [also of Wisconsin], 
but I would like to have someone with more experience with the 
Institute and its affairs.  I would also like the Secretary to be 
someone who opens his mail, keeps up his correspondence, and 
gets the minutes of meetings out promptly.  But I find it difficult to 
think of the right person.  Let me have your thoughts.2 

 
Richard Robinson took over for one term.  Then Edward C. Dimock, Jr. in his first term 

as Chicago Trustee, was elected Secretary in 1964 and held that post until 1971 during the 
remaining seven years of Brown’s presidency.  In September 1991 I talked with Dimock about 
his involvement with the Secretaryship.  He recalled a long meeting with Brown and others in 
Berkeley, probably in 1958 he thought, when Brown was; 

 
talking quite specifically about the very real possibilities of his 
dream coming into reality…with everything coming into focus for 
him and things financially beginning to fall into place.3 

 
Dimock credits this early involvement of his with Norman Brown and: 

 
…both with [Daniel] Ingalls, and Milton Singer after I got to 
Chicago [in 1958]. 
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With Brown’s invitation to him to stand for election to become Secretary.  Dimock became 
Secretary after holding the position of Senior Fellow in Calcutta (1963-64) and: 

 
…getting a little bit into the administrative structure of the 
Institute in that country; it served to be very useful later on. 

 
Dimock went on to say: 

 
As I remember, Norman Brown conceived of the position of 
Secretary as a way to bring younger people in and get them  
familiar with the workings of the organization in some detail, and 
that persists, that’s still the general idea.  And as a result to allow 
these younger people the kind of experience which would let them 
move into the elective [sic] structure, which is rather more 
sophisticated.4 

 
[In accord with Sections 5.01 and 5.02 of the Bylaws, the Secretaryship was already an elective 
position when Dimock was elected to it]. 
 

Dimock spoke of Brown’s approach admiringly, and he himself was the beneficiary of it. 
 When Dimock became President, it does not appear that he “groomed” anyone for higher office, 
elective or otherwise.  In particular, his handling of the Secretary’s position during his first seven 
years as President (Wichura, the Secretary in name only, followed by a year’s vacancy) 
contributed to the demand for a Committee on Constitutional Revision.  

 
e. Questions and Proposals for Change 

While the description of the Secretary’s position remained stable, although the 
qualifications – election and Trusteeship – changed, the rationale for the post itself was 
questioned many times, and several alternatives were put forward over the years.  

In the aftermath of the May 1969 Planning Conference held at Timber Cove, California, 
which addressed AIIS organization and reorganization, proposals and resolutions were circulated 
in April 1970 to be discussed at the Manhattan, Kansas Trustees meeting on 9 May 1970.5  One 
resolution stated, in part: 

 
That the position of Secretary be of three-years duration, with 
period of tenure arranged so as not to correspond with that of the 
President. 

 
Another resolved,  
 

That the position of Secretary and that of Treasurer may, if 
desirable, be filled by the same person. 

 
Neither of these resolutions was accepted. 

Later in 1970 a Transition Committee was appointed to consider and confront the 
problems attendant upon Norman Brown’s imminent retirement as President and to bring about a 
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smooth change in leadership of the Institute.  The Transition Committee, chaired by Ainslie 
Embree, then at Duke, recommended the: 

 
…appointment of an Executive Secretary who would assume many 
of the administrative functions of the President… 

 
The report continued: 

 
We envisioned a young person, not necessarily, or perhaps even 
desirably, drawn from the academic world, but rather with a 
foundation, government, or university experience in administration 
and development.  We assume that such a position would not be  
looked upon as a permanent post, or one that would gather to itself 
increasing autonomy and prestige.  The office would clearly 
remain a junior post, with the Executive Secretary being 
essentially the administrative assistant of the President, Chairman, 
and the Executive Committee.6 

 
It was suggested that the position should be a paid one, using funds that would no longer be paid 
to Norman Brown after his retirement as President (Brown had been fully paid since 1965 to 
compensate for his lack of salary after he became Professor Emeritus at Penn). 

 
f. The Secretary Under President Embree 

The recommendation for an Executive Secretary did not go through, and upon Brown’s 
retirement on 30 June 1971, Alan Heston – a Penn Trustee – took over the Secretaryship from 
Edward Dimock.  Heston’s appointment meant that both the Secretary and Treasurer would be in 
Philadelphia – along with the Institute secretariat – during the ensuing Presidency (1971-73) of 
Ainslie Embree (who was at Duke from 1969-72 prior to returning to Columbia in 1972).  W. 
Norman Brown was still in the wings at Penn as a paid consultant, exerting influence as was his 
wont.  Criticism of the concentration of Institute leadership at Penn and possible resultant and 
rumored unwarranted favoritism7 led to the Penn faculty decision, expressed by Richard 
Lambert, 

 
…formally requesting the Institute to seek another location for its 
headquarters…We do believe that the Institute would profit by the 
disarming of the polarizing effect which Pennsylvania’s  
service as AIIS headquarters appears to have created over the 
years.8 

 
Alan Heston was party to this decision and gave up the Secretaryship in 1973 when the 
secretariat and all non-fiscal functions of the Institute moved to Chicago upon Dimock’s election 
as President. 

The question of an Executive Secretary remained in the air.  On 6 September 1972 
Morris D. Morris wrote in a memo on domestic organization of the AIIS: 
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We ought to consider more seriously the possibility of employing a 
full-time Executive Secretary who would not only oversee regular 
administration but would also be responsible for some of the 
legwork associated with our legislative and financial needs.  It is 
often said that such a person would more than pay for himself by 
the additional funds he would raise for us.9 

 
Funding Institute activities – both in rupees and dollars – had become a major concern by 

1972, and the administration in the U.S. was taxing and time-consuming.  So Morris suggested 
as part of his overall evaluation that: 

 
…if the burdens on our President continue at anything like the 
same weight as to this point, it becomes imperative that we make 
some regular annual payment – at least the equivalent of three 
month’s academic salary – to the holder of the office.  (An 
alternative is to reduce the President’s work by appointing an 
Executive Secretary.)…There is one additional administrative cost 
that we will probably have to face…If our operations require this 
additional [accounting] work…if the Executive Committee and 
Trustees are to be able to decide properly on the financial 
consequences of alternative policies – we will have to pay an 
accountant to do it…it will be simple to consolidate the offices of 
Secretary and Treasurer…10 

 
However, Morris’ suggestions of the need to supplement the Treasurer’s volunteer services with 
a possibly combined Secretary-Treasurer were not acted upon affirmatively.  The model 
suggested by Morris appears to have been the paid Secretary-Treasurer position in the 
Association for Asian Studies, a position actually held by Richard Park from 1971 to 1976. 

Nevertheless, Richard Park – then Chair of the AIIS Board in addition to his AAS duties 
– stated that: 

 
The Secretary and Treasurer arrangement we now have, Heston 
and Murray (or their successors), from the administering 
institution, seems to me to be the only sound solution…I would 
favor a strengthened Secretary, and I would help assure it by 
paying a stipend. 

 
Park went on to rail against total dependence on the Institute officers’ volunteer service: 

 
I trust you are aware that the officers get not a dime now.  I 
consider this scandalous.  At least in the case of Ainslie [Embree, 
who did not have even “presidential office quarters”], I believe 
that we should do something about it.11 

 
By January 1973 the Retzlaff Committee to Reorganize the AIIS in the U.S.A. [“Retzlaff 

II”]12 reported its recommendations to President Embree.  Of these, #4 recommended: 
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The position of Secretary shall be abolished.  The duties of this 
office shall be merged with those of the Treasurer…and the new 
position shall be called Secretary-Treasurer. 

 
And #5 stated: 

 
The position of Treasurer shall be predesignated as Secretary-
Treasurer.  The Secretary-Treasurer shall be appointed by the 
President subject to the approval of the Executive 
Committee…[He] shall assist the President in fund-raising and 
exercise general oversight over the financial operations of the 
Institute.13 

 
These recommendations were similarly turned down, and the two offices were left 

separate in the 1973 revision of the Bylaws.  The work of Secretary was described in Section 
5.06.  The Secretary was required to be a Trustee14 and was to be appointed by the President – 
rather than elected – to a three-year term. 

 
g. The Secretary Under President Dimock 

The re-stated Bylaws were adopted at the 1973 (6-7 May 1973) Meeting of the Board of 
Trustees, and Edward Dimock became President on 1 July 1973. 

However, despite the Bylaws, Dimock proceeded, in a memo to the Executive 
Committee, to propose the appointment of Barbara A. Wichura, 

 
…of our office in Chicago as Secretary. 

 
As he described it, 

 
The job will consist of overseeing the fiscal and administrative 
operation, but will not include the task of recording.15  

 
(Not until the 1985 Bylaws revision was the Executive Committee required to approve the 
President’s choice for Secretary.  Thus in 1973 Dimock apparently made this decision on his 
own, although there is some evidence that Donald Murray made the initial suggestion).  On 12 
July 1973 Murray had written a memo after discussing transfer of some financial matters from 
Penn to Chicago in which he said: 

 
We agreed that Cedric Chernick [a Chicago administrator] would 
propose the following to Ed Dimock:  1. Alan Heston will be 
appointed Treasurer of the Institute thus holding the joint title of 
Vice-President and Treasurer.  Judy [Aronson] or Barbara 
[Wichura] should be appointed Secretary.16 

 
Wichura was, of course, neither a South Asianist scholar nor a faculty member nor a University  
administrator and certainly not a Trustee.  From 1973-76 Wichura was listed in the Annual  
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Reports as Secretary, and Donald Murray at Penn continued to hold the position of Assistant 
Secretary, having previously been Treasurer (1964-73).  Murray served as Assistant Secretary 
(from his base in Philadelphia) along with Wichura until 1979 when she was dropped, and the 
position of Secretary was left vacant for a year (1979-80).  Murray continued to hold the office 
of Assistant Secretary until 1989 (along with a number of fiscal positions we shall discuss later 
on in the section on the Treasurer’s office). 

Some light is thrown on the six-year Wichura tenure (1973-79) in a Dimock letter of 10 
April 1979 written to Barbara S. Miller and Joseph Elder as background for their Committee on 
Restructuring the Institute.17  As Dimock wrote: 

 
The Secretaryship is another matter.  Barbara [Wichura] really 
does not function as Secretary.  She does not attend the meetings, 
does not write and distribute the minutes (one universal criticism – 
and Cynthia Ernst, who does this in addition to her myriad other 
chores, simply does not have the time to get the minutes out within 
two weeks of each meeting), and in general does nothing to 
warrant a place on the letterhead of a significant scholarly 
operation.  What she [Wichura] does do, in fact, is to attend to the 
financial aspects of many of our rupee grants – an important task, 
to be sure – arrange travel for our grantees, tend to insurance 
problems, and the like.  The feeling seems to be, then, first, that 
some more appropriate arrangement be made, and a real Secretary 
be brought in.  But there is more to it.18 

 [Dimock did not elaborate on this “more” in this document]. 
 

This letter revealed that Wichura apparently did not, perhaps at any time, carry out any of 
the duties charged to the Secretary.  As Dimock admitted, it was Cynthia Ernst (listed as 
“Presidential Assistant for U.S. Operations” in the Annual Reports) who wrote up and 
distributed the minutes.  Ernst routinely attended the Trustees’ and Executive Committee 
meetings, as had Judy Aronson before her.  However, Dimock stated that Wichura attended to 
“the financial aspects of many of our rupee grants,” a task one might have expected was more 
properly carried out by the fiscal people still in Philadelphia.  This was when Donald Murray had 
been Assistant Secretary, as we shall discuss further below, since 1967.  In addition he was 
Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations [in which role he must have 
complemented Wichura’s].  Yet for six years, Wichura’s name as Secretary – a major 
Corporation Officer – graced “…the letterhead of a significant scholarly operation!”19 
 If criticism of Wichura’s appointment to the Secretary’s position came up at the Annual 
Meetings in March 1979 and thus precipitated appointment of the Miller-Elder Committee, then 
it is not surprising to find Wichura’s name absent as Secretary in mid-1979.  The position was 
listed in the following Annual Report for 1979-80 as “Vacant.”  At the same time Murray 
continued to be listed as Assistant Secretary, and presumably Cynthia Ernst continued to carry 
out the functions of Secretary in her role as Presidential Assistant for U.S. Operations in the 
Institute secretariat in Chicago. 

In Dimock’s charge to the Miller-Elder Committee he noted that both the Treasurer and 
Secretary positions: 
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…came to be appointive 
 
and, 

 
…the feeling now seems to be that the positions of Secretary and 
Treasurer should be occupied by bona fide scholars.20 

 
The Miller-Elder report recommended that both positions be held by Trustees, who would by 
definition then be South Asianist scholars.21 

The Executive Committee at its meeting of 10-11 November 1979 changed the Miller-
Elder suggestion and stated that: 

 
…the Secretary and Treasurer be appointed by the President with 
the approval of the Executive Committee for as many one-year 
terms as the President and Executive Committee may desire and 
that it is not necessary that the Secretary and Treasurer be 
Trustees.22 

 
These rules appear to have been put into effect in 1980 and held until 1986 when amendments 
were once more made.  At that time Section 5.02 stipulated that the Secretary be appointed by 
the President with the approval of the Executive Committee for a three-year term.  This 
arrangement remained in force when the Bylaws were again amended in 1990.  

In 1980 President Dimock appointed John S. Hawley (then of the University of 
Washington) to be Secretary.  Hawley, not an Institute Trustee at the time, served two three-year 
terms, 1980-86, until the end of the Dimock presidency.  As noted above, Donald Murray of 
Penn continued as Assistant Secretary. 

 
h. The Secretary Under President Elder 

By 1986 Joseph W. Elder had succeeded as President and began to make changes 
designed to simplify and tidy up Institute operations and bring them into the computer age with 
the expertise of Kaye Hill, the Administrator who took over in Chicago in the final year of 
Dimock’s presidency. 

I asked Elder in an interview if it was he who decided “….to open up AIIS offices to 
people not from Member institutions.”   Elder did so as one of his first acts as President in 1986 
when, in consultation with outgoing President Dimock, he appointed Franklin Presler of 
Kalamazoo College to be Secretary.  Kalamazoo College was not an AIIS Member institution.  
Elder’s reply was: 

 
Yes, I did it, but I may have done it in ignorance! 

 
When I asked what was the rationale, was it to make the Institute more representative of all 
South Asian centers, programs, and individual South Asianists, Elder told me: 

 
I know that I chose Presler because Jack Hawley unexpectedly said 
he could not be Secretary anymore.  Presler had been on the 
Selection Committee from 1985 to 1987, and was soon to go off it. 
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I thought here is a personal friend whom I respect, and I do think 
we [at the AIIS] represent South Asianists as a whole, and we must 
be concerned with more than just the big research centers, and I 
cannot think of a better person.  If he has been elected by the 
Trustees to be on the Selection Committee [where ‘outsiders’ were 
often tapped] then here is a quality person.23 

 
Presler functioned as Secretary for four years from 1986 until early 1990, when he was 

felled by a stroke.  During Presler’s first term of three years, the Biennial Reports show that 
Donald Murray remained listed as Assistant Secretary until 1989 as well as Trustee-at-Large 
from 1988 until his death in December 1990.  While Presler was on the books as Secretary in 
1990-91, Trustees John Carman of Harvard and Richard Tucker of Oakland were one after the 
other appointed Acting Secretary during Presler’s incapacitation.  By 1991 it was clear that 
Presler would not soon be able to resume normal activities; so President Elder reached out to the 
Trustee from a new Institute Member, North Carolina State University, and appointed Tony 
Stewart to a three-year term ending in 1994. 

Thus as of 1993-94, in the last year of Elder’s second term as President, the Secretary’s 
office was filled by a Trustee duly appointed by the President with the approval of the Executive 
Committee.  After 1989 there was no Assistant Secretary. 

 
i. The Position of Assistant Secretary 

The post of Assistant Secretary was nowhere mentioned or described as such in the 
Institute’s legal apparatus, its Bylaws.  While it appeared to be a minor position, Donald Murray 
held the position for twenty-three years as one of his several titles, and Donald Murray was a 
major player in Institute affairs, albeit in a low key, almost behind-the-scenes manner.  He was 
certainly always at W. Norman Brown’s right hand in Philadelphia and served in one or other of 
his roles with subsequent presidents.  Thus it seemed appropriate to ferret out the genesis of this 
position and to track its operation.  

The Bylaws of the Corporation (Section 5.07 in the original set, and Section 5.10 in the 
1990 re-statement) provide that: 

 
The Board of Trustees may appoint such additional 

officers, agents and staff members in the United States and India as 
it shall consider necessary or desirable to carry out the purposes of 
the Corporation.  Such additional officers, agents and staff 
members shall have such authority and perform such duties as the 
Board of Trustees may from time to time determine. 

The position of Assistant Secretary began to be listed on the “Executive Committee and 
Officers” roster in Annual Reports in 1973-74 and continued through 1990.  It was never a 
separate position in and of itself but was associated with the post of Treasurer or that of 
Presidential Assistant for Indian Operations (a post never held by anyone other than Donald 
Murray). 

The Assistant Secretaryship came about in 1967 when the Treasurer, Donald Murray,  
requested authorization, 
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…to open whatever accounts in the United States and India are 
necessary for the operation of the AIIS.24 

 
The Executive Committee approved a resolution to this effect and accepted Murray’s suggestion 
that an Assistant Secretary be appointed to handle the dispatch of this resolution to all the 
institutions concerned.  Since these copies, Murray argued, had to bear the AIIS Secretary’s seal, 
it was further resolved: 

 
…that Donald S. Murray be appointed as Assistant Secretary 
concurrent with his duties as Treasurer.25 

 
This resolution also was unanimously approved by the Executive Committee.  Whereas Bylaw 
5.07 stipulated that the Board of Trustees may appoint additional officers, agents, and staff, it 
appears that in 1967 it was sufficient for such an appointment to come from the Executive 
Committee.  (There is no evidence that this appointment ever went to the full Board at any time 
for action, approval or confirmation). 

The next mention of this position in any AIIS document I saw had been on 19 June 1973, 
two weeks before Dimock became AIIS President.  Donald Murray had just resigned as 
Treasurer but was named on 30 May 1973 to be Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] 
Operations).   In anticipation of the transfer of the secretariat from Penn to Chicago, Murray 
wrote the following to Dimock: 

 
Since about 1967 I have held the position of Assistant Secretary of 
the Institute which enabled me to execute miscellaneous 
resolutions that are required in connection with Indian bank 
accounts.  Either by mail or at the next meeting of the Executive 
Committee I think it would be advisable to have my continuation 
in that post ratified.  I will, of course, still be concerned with the 
type of transactions which will require execution on behalf of the 
corporation in India and by holding that position it will be 
unnecessary to bother Chicago on routine matters of that type.26 

 
This was followed up on 4 September 1973 when President Dimock sent to the Executive 

Committee two resolutions for them to act on at their next meeting on 17 October 1973.  These 
two resolutions, Dimock wrote, 

 
…will enable Don Murray to facilitate his 
processing of our Indian funds. 

 
The wording of these resolutions was as follows: 

 
That the Presidential Assistant for Indian Operations be authorized 
to open such bank accounts in India as are necessary for the 
operation of the American Institute of Indian Studies. 
 

And, 
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That Donald S. Murray be appointed Assistant Secretary of the 
American Institute of Indian Studies concurrently with his 
appointment as Presidential Assistant for Indian Operations.27 

 
These two resolutions were accepted and left substantial fiscal operations at Penn even while 
most operations were moved to Chicago along with the Presidency in 1973. 

In 1981 three resolutions were put forward for Executive Committee consideration in the 
11 March 1981 meeting.  The first proposed: 

 
…that Patricia M. Hanrahan of Penn [then the Treasurer] be named 
Comptroller when Murray resumed the post of Treasurer. 

 
The second stated: 

 
…that Donald S. Murray continue to serve as an Assistant 
Secretary of the Corporation with all its rights and privileges. 

 
And the third proposed: 

 
That Patricia M. Hanrahan hold the position of Assistant Secretary 
in addition to that of Comptroller. 

 
The first and second resolutions were approved, while the third apparently did not pass.  The 
Annual / Biennial Reports never showed Hanrahan as Assistant Secretary, while Murray’s name 
continued to be so listed until 1989.  Thus it looks as though there was only one incumbent of the 
Assistant Secretary position and that was Donald Murray, who held this position for twenty-three 
years. 
  

ENDNOTES, II. D. 4.  Combined  with  ENDNOTES, II. D. 5.   
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CHAPTER II. AIIS STRUCTURE AND GOVERNANCE 
 

II. D. OFFICERS OF THE CORPORATION 
5. The Treasurer of the AIIS 

a. The Office of Treasurer of the AIIS 
Between 1961 and 1985 most fiscal affairs of the Institute were handled by three persons 

at the University of Pennsylvania.  After 1985 nearly all financial matters were transferred to the 
Secretariat at the University of Chicago, and Frederick M. Asher of the University of Minnesota 
was appointed Treasurer, while Murray remained as Honorary Investment Officer and Assistant 
Secretary. 

b. The Incumbents: Treasurers and Other Fiscal Officers 
 

Chart 1: Treasurers of the AIIS: 1961-97 
 

President Date  Name    Institution  Trustee 
 
Brown  1961-62 F. Haydn Morgan  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Brown  1962-63 F. Haydn Morgan  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Brown  1963-64 F. Haydn Morgan  Pennsylvania  Yes 

(Resigned 31 March 1964)      
              
Brown  1964-65 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    (Began 1 April 1964)       
              
Brown  1965-66 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              

Chart 1: Treasurers of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
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Brown  1966-67 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Brown  1967-68 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              
Brown  1968-69 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Brown  1969-70 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Brown  1970-71  Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Embree 1971-72 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
              
Embree 1972-73 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  At Large 
              
Dimock 1973-74 Alan W. Heston  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    (Also Vice-President)      
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    (Appointed Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations 
              
Dimock 1974-75 Alan W. Heston  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Assistant Treasurer)      
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1975-76  Alan  W. Heston  Pennsylvania  Yes 
    Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Assistant Treasurer)       
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1976-77 Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Appointed Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1977-78 Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1978-79  Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 

 
Chart 1: Treasurers of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
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Dimock 1979-80 Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  ?? 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1980-81 Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1981-82 Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
              
Dimock 1982-83 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Also Presidential Assistant for Indian [Financial] Operations) 
    Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Comptroller) 
              
Dimock 1983-84 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Also Assistant Secretary) 
    Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Comptroller) 
              
Dimock 1984-85 Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Up to 31 December 1984) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary) 
    Patricia M. Hanrahan  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Comptroller) 
              
Elder  1985-86 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              
Elder  1986-87 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              
 
Elder  1987-88 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  No 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              

Chart 1: Treasurers of the AIIS: 1961-97  (cont’d) 
 
Elder  1988-89 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
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    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  At Large 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              
Elder  1989-90 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  At Large 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Also Assistant Secretary)      
              
Elder  1990-91 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
    Donald S. Murray  Pennsylvania  At Large 
    (Honorary Investment Officer) 
    (Died 4 December 1990)      
              
Elder  1991-92 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
              
Elder  1992-93 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  No 
              
Elder  1993-94 Frederick M. Asher  Minnesota  At Large 
    (Also President-Elect) 
              
Asher  1994-95 Ralph W. Nicholas  Chicago  No 
              
Asher  1994-95 Ralph W. Nicholas  Chicago  No 
              
Asher  1995-96 Ralph W. Nicholas  Chicago  No 
              
Asher  1996-97 Ralph W. Nicholas  Chicago  No 
              
 
  c. Terms and Qualifications of the AIIS Treasurer 

The original 1961 Bylaws stipulated a Treasurer as one of the AIIS Corporation’s four 
elected officers.  According to Section 5.01, he was not required to be a Trustee.  The 
Treasurer’s term was laid down in Section 5.02 as one year. 

The Treasurer’s job was described in Section 5.06 as follows: 
 
The Treasurer shall have charge of all receipts and disbursements 
of the corporation and shall have or provide for the custody of its 
funds and securities; he shall have full authority to receive and 
give receipts of all money due and payable to the corporation, and 
to endorse checks, drafts, and warrants in its name and on its 
behalf and to give full discharge for the same; he shall deposit all 
funds of the corporation, except such as may be required for 
current use, in such banks and other places of deposit as the Board 
of Trustees may from time to time designate; and, in general, he 
shall perform all duties incident to the office of Treasurer and such 
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other duties as may from time to time be assigned to him by the 
Board or the President. 
 
d. The Treasurer Under Presidents Brown and Embree 

The minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting of 9 December 1961 show that F. 
Haydn Morgan (a Pennsylvania Trustee) was present in his capacity as Treasurer.  At this time 
W. Norman Brown (President) and F. Haydn Morgan (Treasurer) were both Trustees (Faculty 
and Administrator respectively) from the University of Pennsylvania; Milton Singer (Vice-
President) was Trustee from Chicago; and Henry Hart (Secretary) represented the University of 
Wisconsin as one of its two Trustees.  Thus the first Treasurer was indeed a Trustee, although 
that was not a legal requirement. 

F. Haydn Morgan, a University of Pennsylvania administrator, served as Treasurer of the 
Institute from 1961 to 31 March 1964 when he resigned to leave Philadelphia and take up a new 
high-salaried professional position as Contracts Officer with the New York Medical College.28 

Morgan was succeeded by Donald S. Murray, a long-time Professor of Statistics at Penn, 
as well as holder of several administrative positions: University Comptroller (1961-64) and, at 
the time of taking over the AIIS position of Treasurer, Assistant to the President of the 
University for Federal Relations (1964-72).  According to the minutes, Brown reported to the 
Executive Committee on 4 April 1964 that: 

 
…Haydn Morgan was resigning from the office of Treasurer and 
from his position as a representative [i.e., Trustee] to the AIIS 
from the University of Pennsylvania.  President Harnwell of the 
University of Pennsylvania has agreed to have Dr. Donald S. 
Murray appointed as representative in Mr. Morgan’s place.  Dr. 
Murray is agreeable to being appointed and to serving as Treasurer 
also if the Executive Committee wishes him to do it.  He has both 
the time and the special qualities essential to this office, such as 
ability to deal with Government agencies.  As this is the first time 
such a change has been necessary, there was no procedural 
precedent. 

 
The minutes further reported that:       

 
…President [Brown] suggested, and the committee agreed, that 
Haydn Morgan’s resignation be accepted and that Donald Murray 
be appointed until the term of Morgan’s tenure shall have 
expired.29 

 
It was then resolved that Donald Murray be appointed Acting Treasurer for the remainder of 
Morgan’s term.  Thereafter Murray was elected to the first of his many terms as Treasurer.  
Murray’s expertise and experience in one or other of several positions both in the Treasurer’s 
and Secretary’s office from 1964 to 1990 were to prove crucial to the financial well-being of the 
Institute.  No other person held more Institute positions than Donald Murray.  Charts 1 and 2 
note Murray’s various titles.  (See also Chart 3 for a summary). 
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Murray first served as Treasurer under Presidents Brown and Embree for ten years, from 
1964-73.  He resigned in the aftermath of the unsettling presidential transition from Brown to 
Embree and in the context of inquiries by various committees set up to consider somewhat 
drastic reorganization of Institute structures and affairs.  Some flavor of dissatisfaction with 
Murray as Treasurer can be gained from Morris D. Morris’ long memo of 6 September 1972: 

 
Don Murray has performed great and diligent accounting services 
for us, but there are limits to the burdens we can expect him to 
undertake.  In fact, it is clear that we have stretched his generosity 
to those limits.  This became apparent when the Retzlaff 
Committee [i.e. “Retzlaff I”] asked for specific information not 
provided in our annual accounts.  Don Murray did not have the 
time to pull the data together and break it down in the way we felt 
was necessary if the Executive Committee and Trustees are to be 
able to decide properly on the financial consequences of 
alternative policies… 

 
Morris went on to suggest: 

 
…that we will have to pay an accountant to do it.30 

 
The solution was never accepted. 

 
The upshot of the criticism of Murray led to his tendering his resignation in late 1972.  

Dimock, then Institute Vice-President, reacted to that in a letter to Murray: 
 
I received with a certain degree of shock a notice from Ainslie 
[Embree] that you are tendering your resignation…I say ‘a certain 
degree’ because I was aware at the last Trustees’ Meeting that you 
were disturbed by certain comments made in public and in 
private…I am writing simply to say that there are many of us who 
have been associated with the Institute for a long time who regret 
very much that our genuine appreciation of all the time and effort 
you have put in has not been unanimously reflected.  Those of us 
who have watched you work unselfishly for the good of the 
Institute and therefore for the good of us all have been both 
amazed and touched by the extent of your effort and dedication.  
Perhaps it is not generally known that you spent a good deal of 
your time in Washington and New York helping to make possible 
the Institute’s fellowship program.  Perhaps it is thought that 
management of the financial affairs of a large and complex 
organization, dealing with multiple currencies, is an easy task.  
Those of us who do know are aware that this is not so.31 

While Murray resigned as Treasurer (30 June 1973), he was persuaded by incoming 
President Dimock: 
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…to continue to serve the Institute as a special assistant for 
financial operations in India. 

 
Dimock went on to say in a memo to the Executive Committee: 

 
I personally am deeply grateful to Don for having agreed to do 
this, since obviously he knows more than any other single 
individual about our Indian accounts…I therefore ask your 
approval of this idea…This means that Don would continue to 
function as he has for the last nine years in terms of our funds in 
India and federal contracts for obtaining of these funds, while the 
dollar side of the funding would be transferred to the University of 
Chicago.32 

 
 As we noted above, Wichura at Chicago handled many aspects of the rupee grants, 
presumably coordinating her work with Murray’s at Penn.  It is unclear why “the dollar side of 
the funding would be transferred” to Chicago, as Dimock wrote above, since the Treasurer’s 
office was at Penn until 1985!  Perhaps the Executive Committee disapproved his suggestion.  
The available documentation does not supply much of the basis of the criticism of Murray and 
the secretariat at Penn. 

 
e. The Treasurer Under President Dimock 

While the secretariat officially moved to Chicago in 1973, the need for continuity in 
fiscal matters dictated retention of the Institute’s financial management at Penn.  Dimock 
described the division of labor as follows: 

 
In discussion between the University of Pennsylvania and the 
University of Chicago concerning the transfer of the 
administration, it became clear for a variety of complicated reasons 
that it would be advisable to leave the post of Treasurer in 
Philadelphia.  I would propose that Alan Heston by appointed 
Vice-President [sic., an elective post] and Treasurer, with the 
assurance that the day-to-day fiscal work would go on at Chicago, 
although the post is not officially here.  Alan’s appointment would 
be in the spirit of the various recommendations for streamlining 
the Institute’s administration, and there would be no new place to 
be made on the Executive Committee.33 

 
Thus Alan Heston took over the job of Treasurer from 1973-76 after his two-year stint as 

Secretary.  As Chart 2 shows, Heston was assisted from 1974-76 by Patricia Hanrahan who had 
long worked in Donald Murray’s office.  She was appointed Assistant Treasurer and served in 
that capacity for two years.  Then in 1976 President Dimock appointed Hanrahan to the position 
of Treasurer, a post she retained until 1981 when Donald Murray was prevailed upon to resume 
the Treasurer’s office.  At that time Hanrahan was named to a new post, Comptroller. 

The Murray-Hanrahan team continued until 1984-85, with Murray as Treasurer and 
Hanrahan as Comptroller.  This lasted until Murray resigned on 31 December 1984, and 
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Hanrahan gave up her duties in 1985 upon the election of Joseph Elder (who became President in 
July 1986) and the complete transfer of Institute financial affairs to Chicago with the 
appointment of Kaye Hill as Administrator. 

Before Murray actually left office, he made a detailed proposal for changes in the 
Institute’s fiscal management.  He resurrected the notion of an Executive Secretary that had been 
proposed several times before.  That position, he said: 

 
…would accommodate a person whose responsibilities would  
include those now in the hands of the Treasurer.34 

 
The Executive Committee minutes reported that: 

 
Professor Murray summarized his duties as Treasurer, 

drawing attention to the handling of day-to-day receipts and 
disbursements not managed in Chicago; the preparation of reports 
to various funding agencies; and the co-signing of contracts and 
grant agreements.  He noted that a closer coordination between the 
program and financial sides of the AIIS operations would prevent 
oversights such as the recent one in which several grant 
applications were made to the Ford Foundation on behalf of the 
Institute without provision being made for administrative 
expenses.  In estimating the scope of the Treasurer’s job as now 
conceived, Professor Murray stated that he spent 15-20 hours a 
week on Institute business; this includes, however, the investment 
portfolio which he is willing to continue overseeing.35 

 
After discussion of Murray’s proposal, the President appointed a committee to develop a 

job description relevant to Murray’s suggestion.  This ad hoc committee was composed of 
Donald Murray himself, Patricia Hanrahan, and Walter Hauser.  Pradeep Mehendiratta was also 
named to this group but was not present at its deliberations.  Walter Hauser submitted the 
committee’s report on 22 September 1984.36  While it did not deal with the issue of an Executive 
Secretary or Executive Administrator, leaving that to the new administration, the group 
suggested that the Treasurer be a full-time, paid position that would be located in Chicago at the 
AIIS secretariat.  Murray agreed to continue serving as Investment Officer.  The group further 
recommended that the President appoint a committee to search for the best possible candidate to 
succeed Murray. 

This exercise proved to be purely academic.  No structural change took place, and no 
search committee or paid Treasurer appeared.  In fact the next Treasurer appeared to have been 
chosen as a result of negotiations between the outgoing President Dimock and President-Elect 
Elder.  The person selected was Frederick Asher, the runner-up to Elder in the 1985 presidential 
election.     

 
f. The Treasurer Under President Elder 

 Murray continued to play a role under, or alongside, the new Treasurer.  After his 
resignation as Investment Officer as of 31 July 1986, Murray was invited by President Elder to 
become “Honorary Investment Officer and Chairman of the Investment Committee with lifetime 
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tenure.”  This invitation extended to Murray’s joining 
 
…all meetings of the Budget Committee and all meetings of the 
Executive Committee, with your expenses provided by the 
Institute.37 

 
Elder explained that this unique appointment would give the Institute continued benefit of 
Murray’s wisdom and experience and would represent the Institute’s gratitude to him 

 
…for many years of generous and distinguished service.38 

 
Thus Murray was still actively involved in Institute affairs when he died on 4 December 

1990. 
After Murray’s death, Asher served alone for three years at the helm of the Treasurer’s 

position.  Nothing came of the various suggestions over the years for structural change or paid 
professional positions of either Secretary or Treasurer. 

However, in the last year of Dimock’s presidency – and while Elder was President-Elect 
– the ad hoc Budget Committee (formed in 1981 with Donald Murray as Chair, at the suggestion 
of the Smithsonian Institution to present them with a unified budget)39 was made into a Standing 
Committee.40  Its Chair was newly-designated Treasurer Frederick Asher, with Donald Murray, 
John Richards, and Harold Gould as members. 

The Budget Committee continued with three-year terms for each of its three members.  
 

g. Donald S. Murray’s Many Roles During Many Years of Service 
This chapter has noted the various roles Murray played over his twenty-six years of 

service to the AIIS.  In order to highlight his extraordinary contributions, we present below Chart 
2 listing his various offices year by year.  This does not include all committee assignments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chart 2: Donald S. Murray’s Titles Year by Year 
 

    Presidential Assistant  Honorary 
     for India [Financial] Investment Assistant Committee 
    Date  Treasurer         Operations    Officer Secretary  Chairman 
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1964-65      X           
  (1 April 1964)           

1965-66      X            

1966-67      X            X     

1967-68      X            

1968-69      X            

1969-70      X            

1970-71      X            

1971-72      X            

1972-73      X            

1973-74        X          

1974-75        X          

1975-76        X          

1976-77        X          X     

1977-78        X          X     

1978-79        X          X     

1979-80        X          X     

1980-81        X          

1981-82    X       X          X     

1982-83    X       X          X     

1983-84    X            X     
  (31 December 1983)          

1984-85             X     

1985-86             X     

1986-87           X       X        X   

1987-88           X       X        X   

1988-89           X       X        X   

1989-90           X       X        X   
  (Died 4 December 1990)        
  

Donald S. Murray served as Chair of various committees including Budget and 
Investment and was a member of many others.  As Chart 2 shows, he sometimes held two 
positions at one time; at other times he held three.  He gave the Institute at least fifty-four service 
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years between 1964 and 1990 in at least five different positions.  This has eclipsed the record of 
any other Institute official. 

 
APPENDIX: Donald S. Murray’s Duties as 

Presidential Assistant for India [Financial] Operations: 1973-83 
 

A letter on 1 June 1973 from President Embree and President-Elect Dimock to Donald S. Murray 
confirmed and laid out arrangements made with him for his continued affiliation with the AIIS 
after his tenure as Treasurer terminated on 30 June 1973.  The details of these arrangements 
follow: 
 
1. You will handle administrative matters associated with rupee programs including 

supervision of Indian accounting and other related matters, submission of reports as 
required by sponsors, and other associated procedures. 

2. You will negotiate on behalf of the Institute as directed by the President (or other 
appropriate officer of the Institute) contracts and/or grant arrangements with agencies 
providing support to be paid in rupees.  At the moment this includes the State 
Department, the Office of Education, the National Science Foundation, and the 
Smithsonian Institution.  Pursuant to appropriate action by the Executive Committee you 
are authorized to sign documents, maintain bank accounts, and otherwise handle fiscal 
affairs in India that require supervision from the United States. 

3. You are authorized to maintain a bank account or accounts in the United States, subject 
to review by the Treasurer of the Institute, for purposes of day-to-day operations of your 
Philadelphia Office and to cover direct expenses of the Institute in that location including 
domestic travel expenses of yourself or officers of the Institute associated with matters 
such as those mentioned in No. 2 above.      

4. It is expected that you will visit India once a year for review of fiscal and administrative 
operations in that country and to perform such other duties as might be directed by the 
Officers or Executive Committee. 

5. During a transition period from July 1 to September 30, 1973, you are authorized to 
perform those functions which you have heretofore performed as Treasurer of the 
Institute.  After September 30, 1973, you will have no responsibilities for fiscal 
operations of AIIS in the United States other than those mentioned in No. 3 above. 

6. Effective July 1, 1973 you shall hold the position of “Presidential Assistant for Indian 
Operations.” 
 
In connection with the foregoing duties it has been agreed that you will accept no salary 

or other stipend from the Institute.  However, since the Institute requires that you and your wife 
travel to India from time to time it is agreed that any such trips will be paid by the Institute.  
Such expenses will include round trip transportation as well as first class accommodations, 
meals, and other amenities.  It is anticipated that these expenses will be met primarily from 
rupees funds available to the Institute; however, in addition a dollar allowance of $500 per trip 
will be provided to cover costs that cannot be met with rupee funds.  In the event that reasonable 
expenses of such trips cannot be met with rupee funds they will be met with dollar funds of the 
Institute. 
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CHAPTER III. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN THE U.S.A. 
 
III. A. ORIGINAL AIIS HEADQUARTERS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 

 PENNSYLVANIA: 1961-73 
For over three decades the dreaming, planning and negotiating for an American “school” 

or “institute” in India emanated from W. Norman Brown’s office at the University of 
Pennsylvania where he had been Professor of Sanskrit since 1926.  When the Institute became a 
reality in 1961, it was but natural that headquarters of the new American Institute of Indian 
Studies were set up on the Philadelphia campus and that Brown became its first President. 

An internal document drafted in 1969 relates: 
 
From the time of its inception in 1961, until late in 1963, the 
President of the Institute conducted the affairs of the Institute as an 
adjunct to those of his position as a Professor of Sanskrit, 
Chairman of a Department of South Asia Regional Studies, and 
Director of a South Asia Language and Area Center at one of the 
country’s leading universities.  Secretarial assistance was recruited 
from the departmental office staff from time to time as need arose.1 

 
This was followed, according to this document, in 1963 when: 

 
…the Executive Committee recommended to the Trustees that the 
President be offered the position of President on a salaried basis, to 
serve the Institute, but with the reservation that he be permitted 
time for pursuing his own research interests.  At the same time, the 
University of Pennsylvania…changed the name of its South Asia 
Library to the W. Norman Brown Library of South Asian Studies 
and named W. Norman Brown as Honorary Consultant.  The 
university simultaneously allocated free office space in the new 
wing of the library (which houses the South Asia collection) to 
Professor Brown with the understanding [“implication” is 
handwritten as correction] that it would be used as he pleased.  It 
has been, by his wish, the Executive Office of the AIIS.2 

 
In terms of staffing, 

 
As the affairs of the Institute began to increase in volume and 
complexity, it became necessary to employ additional part-time 
secretarial assistance and to assign more responsibility and 
authority to the full-time secretary, and finally to redefine this 
position and change its title from secretary to administrative 
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assistant.  At about the same time, upon suggestion of the 
Executive Committee, the President secured the services of a part-
time assistant whose chief function was in the realm of public 
relations [Marjorie Weiler].  The state-side, salaried staff of the 
Institute now consists of the President, the Administrative 
Assistant, the part-time Assistant to the President, and finally, a 
full-time secretary who replaced the part-time transient secretarial 
help resorted to during cycles of unusual activity.  In addition, the 
Institute employs a part-time accountant.  The financial records of 
the Institute’s operations in the United States are audited yearly by 
Lybrand, Ross Bros. and Montgomery, Certified Public 
Accountants.  Legal counsel is also retained on a yearly basis.3 

 
The President and his staff were supported by “unsalaried staff” consisting of: 

 
…the Secretary-Treasurer [sic], whose secretarial needs are met by 
his own university staff, the Vice-President, and the Secretary of 
the Institute.  Further, the services of the Institute’s former 
Resident Directors and all its former Senior Fellows have been 
coopted upon various occasions, and these members of the 
growing family of individuals with administrative experience in 
the Institute’s India-side operation have always responded with 
vigor and enthusiasm to the Institute’s needs.4 

 
Goldie Levin, the full-time secretary who was shortly promoted to Administrative 

Assistant, served at the Institute’s Penn headquarters from 1963 to 1973.  Her draft report, 
“Functions of the Philadelphia Office,”5 described the main tasks the office performed.  The first 
she described at length concerned the Institute’s central function, the Fellowship program.  
Regarding the second, under the heading of fund-raising, she wrote: 

 
Each year, the business of providing money for the coming year’s 
operation is faced by the President, and to a certain extent by the 
Treasurer of the Institute…Since 1976…the President, frequently 
accompanied by the Treasurer, has performed the unenviable 
service of recruiting funds from multiple sources.6 

 
For the Philadelphia office, 

 
…fund raising means time on the telephone; time spent out of 
town by the President and Treasurer; preparation of proposals to 
funding agencies, sometimes including preparation of statistics, 
special reports, or duplications of large quantities of materials; and 
meetings held in the President’s office with representatives of 
funding agencies.  The acceleration of activity apropos of fund 
raising not only filters down to all office personnel, but is 
frequently superimposed upon other activities of urgent nature…7 
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Regarding the third function, under “Financial Affairs,” Levin wrote: 

 
The AIIS enjoys rent-free quarters at the University of 

Pennsylvania due to the allocation of those quarters to the  
Institute’s President, W. Norman Brown, in conjunction with his 
status as Consultant to the South Asia Library.  The Institute is 
privileged to take advantage of the University’s financial offices 
and purchasing discounts by maintaining a yearly budget with the 
University, thereby eliminating the need for miscellaneous book-
keeping related to payroll, overhead, and purchasing of a minor 
nature.8 

 
Then Levin described the thirteen separate grant agreements under which the Institute was 
operating in 1969.  The Philadelphia office had to negotiate the actual terms of each grant, most 
of which involved Indian rupees.  She noted that: 

 
What can easily be seen is that the world of the dollar and the 
world of the rupee are distinct from each other. 

 
In order to render a financial report for each of the grant agreements, 

 
…the Treasurer makes an annual trip to India to oversee 
accounting procedures there and to offer suggestions.9 

 
A fourth series of functions performed by the Philadelphia headquarters included liaison, 
promotion, and public relations.  The report continued 

 
In an effort to meet the felt needs of Trustees…for news of AIIS 
member institutions, personnel, and Fellows, a Newsletter is issued 
several times a year, although the Philadelphia office concedes that 
the current format of the Newsletter is not entirely satisfactory to 
some people…the concern of the Philadelphia office is to improve 
the Newsletter in order to meet more fully the felt needs of AIIS 
Trustees.10 

 
Public relations also involved sending members of the United States Congress letters 

regarding Fellowships awarded to individuals in their districts, including names, affiliations, and 
short descriptions of the research projects. 

In the first decade the Institute made a point of maintaining relationships with former 
Fellows through an Annual Reunion of Fellows, held every spring in conjunction with the 
Association for Asian Studies convention.  The Philadelphia staff was responsible for all 
arrangements for these reunions as well as for compiling periodic Directories of Fellows [not 
seen].  

As Administrative Assistant, Goldie Levin attended all the meetings of Trustees and of 
the various committees.  She was responsible for arranging the meetings of the several 
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committees and of the Trustees.  During the first ten years, six of the ten meetings of the Board 
of Trustees were held in Philadelphia, as well as many of the twenty-one Executive Committee 
meetings.  As President, W. Norman Brown found it practical and congenial to have as many of 
the Institute’s operations as possible close to hand.  For instance, when he was looking for 
someone for a new Treasurer in 1964, he looked for someone at Penn, for, as he put it: 

 
There is an advantage in having the Treasurer only about 100 feet 
away form me.  Also, he can deal directly with the Institute’s 
lawyers.11 

 
At some point in 1971 after Brown’s retirement as president, Institute files were 

reportedly removed from his office in the University library that had doubled as AIIS 
headquarters.  It was not clear who was supposed to have done this.  But a possibly apocryphal 
story – underscoring his reluctance to give up running the show – had it that Institute materials 
were separated from his personal papers while Brown was out of town and that he was, 
understandably, most upset at this development.  The documents appear to have been taken to an 
office in College (or Williams?) Hall on the Penn campus from which Goldie Levin ran the 
headquarters operation during the Embree presidency.  From there the files were transferred to 
Chicago in mid-1973.  However, it was strange that, when I was conducting my research, neither 
Chicago’s files nor the recently organized W. Norman Brown Collection at the University of 
Pennsylvania Archives contained much of what must have been Brown’s voluminous Institute-
related correspondence. 

By the end of Goldie Levin’s ten year tenure as Administrative Assistant (especially 
during the Embree remote-control presidency) she was making many of the day-to-day 
decisions.  As one observer put it: 

 
I recall going to Philadelphia when Ainslie Embree was President, 
and Goldie was running the office, talking about how it might be 
best for us to arrange things in the future, with the thought that she 
would be alone in Philadelphia.  She was already doing business 
by phone with Embree, who often called from phone booths!...so 
she ran the physical end of the operation with Embree’s telephonic 
guidance…that was becoming somewhat uncomfortable.12 

 
Another observer on the scene at Penn related how, 

 
…people felt that Goldie was doing too much of second-guessing 
Norman on what was needed and was not very responsive [to 
others] – there was something about the way of Goldie’s doing 
things! 

 
When asked if she would discriminate in favor of people at Penn, this observer continued: 

 
No, she would just do things!  But she would not have a sense of 
the need to get more feedback on decision-making – frequently 
Norman [Brown] let it happen – but that’s my sense. 
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When asked if Goldie had carte blanche to do whatever she wanted, this observer said: 

 
Well, I think it sort of grew up that way – all the procedures got 
established, probably got established by her, she did all the nitty-
gritty, and then they became sort of policies; I like Goldie very 
much; she is a live-wire.  She got on well with Ainslie, but I 
sensed distinct resentment of her as being part of that whole Penn 
thing!13 

 
The location of the AIIS secretariat was a topic for lengthy discussion at the meetings in 

late 1970 of the Transition Committee that was charged with bringing about the orderly 
succession of the presidency from W. Norman Brown upon his retirement in 1971.  The 
Transition Committee report of its first meeting stated: 

 
1. The Transition Committee discussed at length the complex issues raised 

by the question of a location for the AIIS office.  We were aware that 
various members of our constituency had suggested that there might be 
considerable advantages in relocating the office, or in having it rotate with 
the President.  After examining the possibilities that occurred to us, we 
concluded that on balance there were substantial advantages in keeping it 
in Philadelphia.  Among these we would note the following: 
a.   Economy of operation.  The University of Pennsylvania has 
been in effect giving us a very substantial subsidy through office 
accommodations, not charging any overhead for operating our 
complicated accounts, and, above all, through the services of Don 
Murray, the Treasurer.  Not only do we get his time, but also that 
of his office secretarial staff. 
b.   Proximity to a major South Asia academic center.  There are 
many intangible benefits derived from the close association with 
the South Asia Program at Pennsylvania, including consultation 
with staff, access to library resources, and interaction with visiting 
scholars. 
c.   Proximity to the major centers for funding operations.  New 
York, and even more in the future, Washington, will remain our 
chief sources for support.  It is important in terms of time and 
expense to have easy access to them. 
d.    Convenience and continuity of the clerical and administrative 
staff.  Should the Institute move with the President, all files etc., 
would have to go with him.  The hiring and training of a new 
administrative assistant would be a formidable task.  The President 
(himself a new appointee) would probably not want to contemplate 
it.  The Institute is also relatively convenient now for probably the 
majority of its constituency. 

2. Accepting these arguments for remaining in Philadelphia, we nevertheless are 
faced with the problem of actual office space there.  At present, the AIIS is 
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located in the office space made available to Professor Brown as Professor 
Emeritus and in recognition of the great services he rendered the University.  This 
office will of course remain as Professor Brown’s personal headquarters.  It was 
agreed that we therefore discuss with Professors Murray and Lambert the 
possibility of negotiating for space on a more formal basis with the University of 
Pennsylvania.14 

 
The second half of 1972 saw a lot of internal problems for the AIIS, in the context of  

extremely tense Indo-American relations that tested the rationale, if not the survivability, of the 
Institute itself.  Brown’s successor as president, Ainslie Embree, who took office on 1 July 1971, 
provoked a good deal of unrest among Trustees and in the Executive Committee over a number 
of issues (relations with the American Academy of Benares questions regarding the accuracy of 
accounting by the Treasurer, Donald Murray, etc.).  Relentless criticism by Morris D. Morris15 
and others prompted a number of responses. 

First, Embree submitted a letter of resignation in the summer of 1972, but he was 
persuaded to retract it by Richard Park, then Chair of the Board of Trustees.  Then at the Special 
Trustees’ Meeting held in Philadelphia on 16-17 September 1972 all manner of “splits and 
antagonisms in our ranks” were revealed.16  Some of the trouble stemmed from Executive 
Committee member Morris D. Morris’ criticism of Donald Murray for failing, in Morris’ view, 
to provide specific information broken down in a way that would satisfy critics.  Murray decided 
his position had become untenable and he submitted his resignation.  Vice-President Dimock 
persuaded Murray to continue as Treasurer until the beginning of the next presidential term – 
July 1973 – when Murray did step down but was immediately appointed by incoming President 
Dimock to be Special Assistant to the President for financial operations in India (continuing 
thereby to carry out a large part of the work he had done as Treasurer). 

Meanwhile, much criticism swirled around the Philadelphia headquarters of the Institute. 
 At that time Penn supplied Alan Heston as AIIS Secretary; Donald Murray as Treasurer; W. 
Norman Brown as President Emeritus and still a significant presence in AIIS affairs; and Goldie 
Levin as the powerful Administrative Assistant to a non-resident President, Ainslie Embree.  As 
Richard Lambert, an AIIS Trustee from Penn at that time, put it in a letter to Embree on behalf of 
Penn’s major Institute players, 

 
…we do believe that the Institute would profit by the disarming of 
the polarizing effect which Pennsylvania’s service as AIIS 
headquarters appears to have created over the years. 

 
Lambert’s letter further stated: 

 
This letter is to formalize the substance of our discussion a 

fortnight ago.  As you know Alan Heston wrote a letter to Ralph 
Retzlaff who is chairman of the new committee looking into 
internal organization of the Institute in which Alan indicated that 
in his view it would be better both for the Institute and the 
University of Pennsylvania if the headquarters of the AIIS were 
moved elsewhere.  The three other faculty members at 
Pennsylvania who over the years have been most concerned with 
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the Institute – Norman Brown, Don Murray and I – at first 
individually and then collectively have come to the same decision. 
 Don has since sent you a letter resigning as Treasurer at the end of 
the Spring semester and I believe that Alan would prefer to be 
relieved at the same time.  I am therefore formally requesting the 
Institute to seek another location for its headquarters.  Fortunately, 
there is already in existence a committee looking into the 
consideration of a new Institute structure and location… 

Our decision concerning the headquarters of the Institute 
does not indicate any lessening of interest on our part in its welfare 
– we shall of course continue our membership and active 
participation… 

It would seem that the end of this academic year when a 
new president will be installed would be a good time to make the 
move.  However, we do not wish to embarrass or disable the 
Institute by forcing precipitous action.  We will be glad to continue 
for a reasonable period the current arrangement until a new one 
can be developed…17 

 
Embree’s reply of 10 November 1972 rebutted Lambert’s contention that Penn had been 

perceived to be a disruptive force of some kind.  Embree wrote: 
 
…Nor do I agree with your feeling that the Institute being at Penn 
has caused any undue polarization in the profession. 
 

Embree continued, 
 

I cannot believe that people are not aware of how much Penn has 
contributed to the general welfare of Indian studies through the 
AIIS in the past ten years. 

 
Embree went on to laud Penn’s contribution, particularly the assistance given by the University 
through Don Murray.  As he put it: 

 
I am afraid that many of our Trustees are unaware how 
complicated our financial enterprises [all handled by Don Murray] 
are because of the large number of individual grants we receive 
and the fact that these are budget line grants not sums that we can 
spend at our own discretion. 
 

Embree concluded, 
 

I am therefore reluctantly notifying the Trustees of your request 
that the headquarters be moved elsewhere.18 
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By December 1972 Penn’s request to relinquish Institute headquarters was conveyed, if 
reluctantly, from President Embree to the Trustees.19  The question then became where would 
the Institute’s executive offices be located? 

Some thought had apparently been given to an “Executive Director” form of 
administration located in Washington or New York, since Richard Park noted in his contribution 
to the “Retzlaff  II” committee that: 

 
…we cannot now afford that [form of administration]. 

 
Park estimated that for that form of administration, 

 
The initial cost would be at least $50,000 - $60,000 a year in 
salaries and rent, and we don’t have it.  Thus I assume a university 
connection, and I start with Pennsylvania. 
 

Park also wrote: 
 

For a variety of reasons, I believe the Presidency should shift every 
two or three years, and presidents will come from several parts of 
the country.20 

 
By the time the Retzlaff Committee report [“Retzlaff II”] came out on 15 January 1973, 

its recommendation #6 stated: 
 
#6  Secretariat.  The composition and location of the Secretariat 
should be determined at the discretion of each succeeding 
President.  It may include such positions as: (a)  Executive 
Secretary; or (b) Administrative Assistant, together with such 
additional office staff as may be deemed necessary. 
The President to be elected in 1973 shall make recommendations 
to the Executive Committee regarding the feasibility of 
establishing the Secretariat or a major portion of it in a fixed 
central location.21 

 
The model for having the AIIS Secretariat at a fixed central location was the Association 

for Asian Studies (established in 1948) that had its permanent administrative offices since 1955 
in Lane Hall at the University of Michigan, supported by a partial subvention from Michigan’s 
Center for Japanese Studies.22  However, unlike the AIIS presidency, the AAS presidency was 
limited in scope, being only for a one-year term, and the largely ceremonial office rotated among 
the four regional components of Asian studies (East, Inner, Southeast, and South Asia).  
Furthermore, the AAS presidents came from a variety of institutions all across the U.S.  This was 
in contrast to the AIIS presidency, whose incumbent served for up to eight years (or two four-
year terms), and whose role involved being the chief executive officer of the Corporation with 
general supervision over its multi-million dollar business and operations in the U.S. and India.  
The job was hands-on, demanding, and time-consuming. 
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III. B. MOVE OF AIIS HEADQUARTERS TO THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO: 1973 

 
Following Penn’s request in late 1972 to have the Institute headquarters moved out of 

Philadelphia, it seems that consideration was being given to its moving to Chicago.  Then Vice-
President Dimock suggested as much in a memo (1 April 1973) to University of Chicago Dean 
Robert Streeter: 

 
As I have mentioned to you on several occasions, the American  
Institute is moving its office from the University of Pennsylvania 
and is seeking to come to the University of Chicago… 
You may recall when Norman Brown retired from the presidency, 
Ainslie Embree, who was then at Duke but subsequently moved to 
Columbia, took over those duties.  Ainslie found that keeping the 
Institute secretariat in Philadelphia while he himself was located 
outside of that city was really inefficient.  Strong suggestion was 
that the secretariat should follow the presidency.  Although the 
elections are not complete, it looks very much like I will succeed 
Embree as President of the organization. Moving the secretariat to 
the University of Chicago, not only makes administrative sense, 
but my colleagues and I feel that since Chicago is the leading 
South Asian program in the country, it is appropriate that we take 
our turn in running this extremely important organization.  The 
University will take no fiscal or administrative responsibility for 
the organization, beyond the contribution of space…The financing 
of the Institute’s secretariat is entirely independent, being funded 
from the dues of contributing member institutions plus grants from 
various government agencies and from the Ford Foundation.23 

 
These conversations and negotiations with Dean Streeter appear to have taken place even as the 
Institute’s Nominating Committee in February 1973 had placed Dimock’s name on the slate for 
the presidential election with little or no opposition.  That it seemed likely he would be president 
and that the secretariat – somehow or other – would come to Chicago was evident from 
Dimock’s further comment in his memo to the dean that: 

 
…Judy Aronson [South Asia Department secretary] will shortly be 
making a trip to Philadelphia to ascertain needs.24 

 
At the Trustees’ Meeting in Chicago on 5-6 May 1973 Edward Dimock was declared the 

winner of the presidential election.  Soon plans went into high gear to transfer the secretariat 
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from the Penn campus into space allocated by the Dean in Foster Hall at the University of 
Chicago.  The bulk of the administrative files were moved to Chicago, but as Dimock put it in a 
memo to the Executive Committee (4 September 1973), 

 
In discussions between the University of Pennsylvania and the 
University of Chicago concerning the transfer of the 
administration, it became clear for a variety of complicated reasons 
that it would be advisable to leave the post of Treasurer in 
Philadelphia. 

 
Thus while some day-to-day financial affairs in the U.S. were to be carried on in Chicago, many 
pertaining to investment of funds and major grants for operations in India were left in the hands 
of newly appointed Special Presidential Assistant Donald Murray in Philadelphia, and the 
Treasurer’s office was shifted (1973-76) from Murray to Penn’s Alan Heston who was 
concurrently Vice-President (1973-74). 

The cost of moving the office materials was later put at $25,000 (in 1973 dollars), and the 
cost of maintaining the office had been estimated (in 1980) to be $60,000 per year, including 
costs of released time and of office expenses.25 

The costs to any university (Michigan for the AAS, Pennsylvania and Chicago for the 
AIIS) of providing space and services for a national academic organization are quite 
considerable.  Probably many AIIS Trustees and beneficiaries of grants are unaware of the extent 
to which infrastructural contributions by the administering institution have made the whole 
enterprise possible.  With the inexorable growth of files (particularly of the all-important 
Fellowship applications and subsequent documents), it became more and more difficult to 
conceive of a secretariat that would move with the presidency.  Even with increasing 
computerization and creation of data-bases, much remained in cumbersome paper format for 
current files. 

By late 1984, with the impending resignation of Treasurer Donald Murray26 and the 
projected move to Chicago of all the financial operations that had remained in Philadelphia, it 
was clear that the scope and burden of secretariat activities would increase sharply.  While there 
was some question as to whether the secretariat would remain in Chicago after the 1985 election 
when Dimock’s final term was over in June 1986 and the likelihood that the presidency would 
move elsewhere, minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting of 29 November 1984 suggested 
that the University of Chicago would probably be willing to continue hosting the secretariat.  In 
fact, Chicago expressed it willingness: 

 
…to assign someone in its Center for International Studies to 
assume the duties of the Treasurer at least pro tem.27 

 
It was anticipated that these duties could be carried out on a part-time basis and that the Institute 
would provide remuneration.  This offer was made by Ralph Nicholas (long-time Chicago AIIS 
Trustee – 1972-85 – and former two-term Vice-President (1974-76) who was at that time 
associated with Chicago’s Center for International Studies.  This offer was quickly accepted by 
the Executive Committee, and by 1 July 1985 two persons were selected to handle Institute 
accounts, including those transferred from Philadelphia.  These persons were Ted Kula and 
Sayeed Mughal deputed by the University of Chicago’s Comptroller’s Office, with Kula 
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designated as Accountant and Sayeed Mughal appointed to be AIIS Comptroller, serving without 
additional salary. 

In mid-1985, after the presidential election when Joseph Elder edged out Frederick Asher 
for the top job, President Dimock and President-Elect Elder joined in selecting Asher to take 
over the Treasurer’s post.  Asher took office in 1985.  According to his first Treasurer report in 
mid-1986, Asher recommended that Sayeed Mughal, who left Chicago in December 1985, not be 
replaced. Asher wrote: 

 
I began seeking an alternative to the other services provided by the 
Comptroller’s Office, for which the Institute paid $500 per 
month.28 

 
Meanwhile, Ralph Nicholas (from his position at the Center for International Studies, and 

in his final year as one of Chicago’s AIIS Trustees) had recruited Mary Catherine “Kaye” Hill to 
be the Secretariat’s “new Assistant to the President” (in due course she gained the title of 
Administrator) to preside over the consolidation of all financial activities as well as to bring 
about the computerization of the Chicago office.  At the Trustees’ Meeting (20 March 1986) 
Chair of the Board Thomas Metcalf “formally introduced Kaye Hill, the Institute’s new Assistant 
to the President,”29 although she had begun work in August 1985. 

While Goldie Levin was Secretary at AIIS headquarters in Philadelphia, then 
Administrative Assistant, and finally Executive Secretary from 1963-73, her position was never 
listed in the rosters of Institute officers and other personnel presented in the Annual Reports. 
However, at the end of Ainslie Embree’s final President’s Report presented as he was about to 
step down in June 1973, he noted: 

 
…I would like to say a special word of thanks to Mrs. Goldie 
Levin, who retired as Executive Secretary of the Institute in 
September 1973.  She made a notable contribution to the Institute 
and to American scholars on South Asia that provided the base for 
our future work.30 

 
At the same time Dimock, in a brief report as President-Elect, echoed Embree when he said: 

 
…I should like to underline Professor Embree’s special vote of 
thanks to Mrs. Goldie Levin.31 

 
After 1973 titles and conventions changed, and the following four women were listed in 

the Institute’s Annual / Biennial Reports.32   Each was listed within (1973-76) and then at the 
end of (from 1977 on) the rosters headed “Executive Committee and Officers,” traditionally 
presented at the beginning of each Report.  Since these persons were not members of the 
Executive Committee or Officers as defined in the Bylaws, it was a legitimate question to ask 
why they were listed under this rubric.  What constitutional line separated, or included, legally 
defined “Officers” (academics who were unpaid and volunteer) from salaried professional staff, 
both in the U.S. and in India?  What distinction could or should be made for the purposes of 
liability insurance, for example? 
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The incumbents of the central staff position in the AIIS secretariat in Chicago are given 
below, with their titles and dates of service: 

 
- Judith Aronson, Presidential Assistant for U.S. Operations,33 for four years, 1973-76. 
 
- Cynthia (Cindy) Sharp/Ernst, Presidential Assistant for U.S. Operations; for eight years, 
  1976-83. 
 

 - Jacqueline Barnes, Assistant to the President; mid-1983, Fall 1983.  
 

- Nancy Alexander, Assistant to the President; for two years, 1983-85. 
 
- Mary Catherine “Kaye” Hill, Administrator; for eight years, 1985-93; then as U.S. 
  Director, 1993 +. 
 
For the foreseeable future it looked as thought the Institute secretariat would remain in 

Chicago.  Around 1991 it was assigned a suite of rooms on the 4th floor of the University’s 
Foster Hall into which it moved from the 2nd floor.  With appropriate wiring added for its 
computer operations and a security system to safeguard its files, it seemed to be there for the 
long haul.  Arrangements were worked out with the University of Chicago Library’s Special 
Collections to receive and maintain the Institute’s archival materials, much of which could be 
computerized at some future date. 
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III. C. CONSIDERATION OF OTHER LOCATIONS FOR AIIS HEADQUARTERS  

Only once was serious consideration given to canvassing AIIS institutional members as 
to their willingness to host the headquarters secretariat.  While a recommendation of “Retzlaff 
II” in 1973 had stated, 

 
The composition and location of the Secretariat should be 
determined at the discretion of each succeeding President,34 

 
the practical consequence of that recommendation was not faced until 1981 when the Trustees 
were asked whether or not to extend Dimock’s third presidential term by one year, 1982-83.  It 
was assumed that following that year, if the Trustees had voted for the extension, there would be 
an election for a new President, presumably one from other than Chicago.  Therefore in 
anticipation of this, F. Tomasson Januzzi (Trustee from Texas, and Chair of the Board from 
1979-81) proposed to the Nominating Committee: 

 
…that a letter be sent to all Trustees from the Nominating  
Committee asking whether or not his/her institution would be 
interested in hosting the Secretariat of the Institute.  This would 
ensure that all serious requests to house the offices of the Institute 
would be carefully considered and that questions of personalities 
could for the moment be set aside until a realistic appraisal of the 
alternatives regarding the Secretariat’s location is conducted.  This 
process must proceed with some haste as a slate for President-Elect 
must be prepared for the elections to be held in January 1982. 

 
Discussion followed in the Executive Committee, and it was suggested that it might not be 
necessary for the President and the Secretariat to be located in the same place.  The committee, 

 
Finally agreed that the approach suggested by Professor Januzzi 
was the most logical and straightforward way of collecting 
information about all options in regard to housing of the 
Secretariat.35 

 
 By 3 April 1981 the Chair of the Nominating Committee, Edgar Polomé of Texas, had 
sent a letter to all Trustees inquiring of their institutions’: 
 

…readiness to assume the responsibilities connected with the 
possible transfer of the seal of the Institute in case of change in the 
Presidency. 
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By July 1981 Polomé had received twenty replies (out of a total at that point of thirty-six 
Members, fourteen Class A and twenty-two Class B).  He reported that fifteen answers were 
clearly negative.  Of the remaining five Members, 

 
The University of Minnesota indicated its readiness to provide 
time release and office for a faculty member should he/she be 
elected President, but no financial support.  The Universities of 
Chicago, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Wisconsin positively indicated 
their willingness to provide the required facilities for the 
administrative headquarters for the AIIS.36 

 
The five positive replies, unsurprisingly, were all from Class A Members, two private and three 
public institutions. 

Since Dimock continued as President for two more terms (1982-83 for one year, followed 
by a full term, 1983-86, newly fixed at four years) the question of moving the Secretariat with 
the President became moot.  It apparently was not seriously raised again even with the election 
in 1985 of Joseph Elder of Wisconsin who took office in 1986.  The very size of the current 
operation, coupled with the tremendous increase and rapidity of domestic and international 
communications capacity (computers, faxes, greatly improved telephonic facilities) seemed to 
support the permanence of AIIS headquarters on the University of Chicago campus.  With the 
1994 appointment of Ralph Nicholas of Chicago as the latest Treasurer, the question of moving 
the office seemed increasingly remote, with the clear advantages to be had from the immediacy 
of contact between the Treasurer and the Administrator, especially when Kaye Hill was followed 
by Elise Auerbach. 

While the concentration of financial and general administrative control at Chicago 
became a reality, it was surely the only practical and economical solution to the question of 
location.  Gone were the days of the “Mom and Pop Corner Store” character of the Institute, as 
Donald Murray was fond of noting; it had grown into a “Supermarket Operation”37 with a more 
rational bureaucratic approach and needs.  Whether or not an impersonal tone supplanted the 
earlier highly personalistic character of Institute administration remained to be seen. 

As Ralph Nicholas observed, having the Secretariat at Chicago involved a lot of expense 
to the University and took up valuable office space.  If it ever were to be moved, he said, 

 
Not only would all the files have to be moved, but also all the 
Institute accounts would have to be removed from the University 
of Chicago’s central accounting system and put into somebody 
else’s.  It was…quite a complicated operation to get it all installed 
at Chicago, and would be an equally complicated operation to pull 
it all out.38 

 
When asked how the University of Chicago explained its role as host to the AIIS 

Secretariat, Nicholas said it was not just another feather in the University’s cap  -- “we have 
enough feathers already!”  
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If this is an important thing to do, let’s just do it!  Like editing a 
journal, everybody does that, it’s part of your professional duty.  
An older generation of scholars probably feels that way – it is 
something you do over and above your ordinary duties, it doesn’t 
exempt you from any normal expectations. Having the Secretariat 
of the AIIS here is something we have done as an institution for 
the field; nobody has made a big issue of it.39 

 
Some of the folklore surrounding Chicago’s involvement as AIIS host had it that the 

University had taken it on “as a hoity-toity act, as noblesse oblige.”40  If there were an element of 
this involved, so be it.  Chicago undertook the responsibility and continued to shoulder the 
burden of something that has been a most significant contribution to all South Asian studies in 
the United States.  Apart from Hans van Buitenen, Ralph Nicholas, Susanne Rudolph, and in 
later days Sheldon Pollock and Lloyd Rudolph, the irony is that few of Chicago’s nationally 
know South Asianists cared to participate much in the work of the Institute – in fact, many, for 
whatever reasons, seemed to keep it at arms length.  After the Institute’s first three years, Milton 
Singer was not involved in any way; and McKim Marriott, Bernard S. Cohn, Ronald Inden, 
Wendy Doniger, A. K. Ramanujan, Norman Zide, Colin Masica, and C. M. Naim, to name a few, 
had little or no contact with the Institute. 

The intense and extensive involvement and contributions of Chicago’s Edward Dimock 
over three decades, and the continuing and largely unheralded work of Ralph Nicholas in behalf 
of the AIIS for over twenty years, more than made up for their colleagues’ perceived apathy, or 
at least distance. 
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IV. A. OPERATIONAL COMMITTEES OF THE INSTITUTE 

1. Operational Standing Committees 
With the Institute’s Board of Trustees and its Executive Committee in overall charge of 

decision-making and carrying out of general policies, the determination and execution of specific 
policies was the province of specialized, function-specific committees.  These came to be of two 
kinds: 

 
 Standing committees, which for purposes of description and analysis, I am dividing into 

two kinds, operational, and substantive / academic / program; and 
 Ad hoc / consultative committees. 
 

During the Institute’s first decade distinctions did not seem to exist between standing and 
ad hoc committees.  This was a period of experimentation.  Committees were set up and 
disbanded, or their names changed, with regularity.  The Institute was clearly looking for 
structures that would best answer its developing needs. 

Towards the end of Brown’s presidency, when transition and reorganization were in the 
air, the whole question and rationale for committees came to the fore.  In the first Committee on 
Reorganization (chaired by Karl Potter) that resulted from the May 1969 reassessment and 
planning conference held at Timber Cove, California, there was lengthy discussion of the 
function, make-up, and interrelationships of existing committees.  In answer to a question, Karl 
Potter enumerated six committees (Nominating, Financial, Selection, Languages, Art and 
Archaeology, Publications) and suggested a seventh, “Ways and Means” that he said was an 
expanded version of an existing committee on government of the Institute.1  This prompted a 
further question, 

 
In terms of real problems, what are the committees dealing with?  
There seems to be some overlap. 

 
Potter’s general answer was that, 
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…the idea of expanded committees is to get as many people 
involved as possible.2 

 
In his 1969 enumeration Potter had mixed together operational and academic / substantive 
committees.  Here, however, for purposes of tracking the evolution of the Institute’s committee 
structure, we shall distinguish between these categories and describe in turn each of the nine 
committees that have come to be called standing committees. 

In response to instructions from the Executive Committee, in 1976 President Dimock sent 
standing committee chairs a memo outlining what was expected of them.  These guidelines 
remained in operation for decades, even as the number of standing committees increased.  At that 
time Dimock wrote: 

 
The Executive Committee thought it well that these Committees 
and their Chairmen be reminded of the importance of rotating both 
chairmanships and memberships, in order that more people be 
brought directly into decisions affecting the various activities of 
the Institute. 
 

Dimock continued, 
 

I should add that this feeling in no sense reflects on any individual 
Committee, nor on any member or members of any Committee.  
To the contrary, the impression was clear that although it would be 
along the path of least resistance to allow the current memberships 
to continue their effective work, it would not be in the long-range 
interest of the Institute to do so. 
 

Dimock added, 
 

Details of rotation and the selection of chairmen are quite properly 
left in the hands of the various Committees, though the feeling of 
the Executive Committee was that a substantial degree of 
continuity should be assured in every case…The general 
suggestion…is that rotation be established in such a way that no 
member serve more than three consecutive years.3 

 
At the first meeting of the AIIS Board of Trustees on 7 October 1961 the first two 

committees were set up.4  To begin with, the Chair of the Board, W. Norman Brown, was asked 
by the Board’s members to appoint a committee for nominating officers.  Brown chose McCrea 
Hazlett to chair this nominations committee, with Robert Crane and Charles Heimsath as 
members.  This committee promptly nominated W. Norman Brown as President, Milton Singer 
as Vice-President, and Henry Hart as Secretary, and they were forthwith unanimously elected as 
the Institute’s first officers.  The new President was then asked to name a Membership 
Committee.  Robert Crane was proposed as Chair, with Charles Heimsath and Malcolm Willey 
as members.  This panel of three persons was thereupon ratified by the sixteen Board members 
who were present.  In this way the first two standing committees were established. 
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 2. Membership Committee 

The duties of the Membership Committee appointed in October 1961 with Robert Crane 
(Duke) as Chair were, 

 
…to devise criteria for future membership in the corporation.5 

 
In 1962 Malcolm Willey (Minnesota) took over as Chair and was assisted by Ralph Braibanti 
(Duke), Kenneth Morgan (Colgate), and David Mandelbaum (Cal-Berkeley).  The following 
year, 1963, Ralph Braibanti became Chair, and he was followed in 1964 by Robert Crane for 
another term.  It appears that the Membership Committee thereupon ceased to be a standing 
committee.  In November 1974 the Executive Committee established an ad hoc Committee on 
Membership, with Robert Crane as Chair and Ainslie Embree and Donald Murray as its 
members.  The committee’s report6 covered the differential administrative fees for fellowship 
grants payable by Class A and Class B Member institutions.  It also stated that present Class A 
Members cannot revert to Class B status, and it recommended that while Class B Membership be 
retained, no new Class B Members should be added.  In addition, the report stated that consortia 
of colleges and universities could be considered for Class A Membership.  A major concern at 
that time of funding constraints was for member institutions to be able to prove to their 
administrations that membership in the AIIS had tangible value in terms of fellowships granted 
and other services. 

In 1975 there were thirteen Class A and fourteen Class B Members.  Beginning in 1978, 
despite the Crane committee’s recommendation that no new Class B Members be accepted, their 
actual number started to climb dramatically, while the number of Class A Members remained 
constant.  In 1978 there were nineteen Class B Members.  In 1979 there were fourteen Class A 
(up from 13).  By 1982 Class B Members had reached twenty-four and climbed to a high of 
thirty-three in 1991 and 1992, coming down to thirty-one in 1993. 

In 1991 Duke University requested that its membership status be changed from Class A 
to Class B.  Since there was no provision in the Constitution or the Bylaws for changing 
membership status, and since there was no longer a standing Membership Committee, the 
Executive Committee decided to appoint another ad hoc Committee on Membership to address 
the whole issue of determination of institutional membership.  Austin Creel (Florida) chaired this 
group that included Robert Goldman (Cal-Berkeley) and Frederick Asher (Minnesota) as 
members.  With regard to Duke’s request to change status, the committee’s report, submitted in 
April 1992, affirmed and elaborated on the present policy for Class A Members wishing to 
transfer to Class B status: 
 

…there is the option of resigning as a Class A Member and re-
applying for Class B, with the appropriateness of its program of 
teaching and research on India the criterion applied by the 
Executive Committee to the consideration of the application. 

 
The Creel committee distinguished between Class A and B institutions, noting that the 
distinction: 

 
…turns on the scope of their respective programs in Indian studies. 
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 (For example, Class A schools would be recognized as in the 
forefront of scholarly work on India, measured especially in the 
preparation of the next generation of scholars and teachers).7 

 
As of 1994 Duke University was still a Class A Member. 
 The job of determining the admissibility of applicants for Institute membership came to 
rest with the Executive Committee that vetted the original applications (virtually always at the B 
level) and then forwarded its recommendation to the Board of Trustees for a vote by ballot.  The 
need for a standing committee on membership did not extend past the first decade of the life of 
the Institute. 
 
 3. Nominating Committee 
For its first ten years, the Institute’s Nominating Committee of three persons, appointed by the 
President, was as follows: 
 

Chart 1: AIIS Nominating Committee 1961-70 
 
Year  Chair    Member  Member 
1961  McCrea Hazlett  Robert Crane  Charles Heimsath 
1962  Malcolm Willey  Gordon Fairbanks Ronald Anderson 
1963  ???    ???   ??? 
1964  McCrea Hazlett  Ainslie Embree Richard Park 
1965  Milton Singer   Ralph Braibanti Richard Robinson 
1966  McCrea Hazlett  Blair Kling  Karl Potter 
1967  Richard Park   Blair Kling  Ralph Retzlaff 
1968  O. L. Chavarria-Aguilar E. E. Palmer  Henry Hart 
1969  John Brush   Robert Swan  N. G. Barrier 
1970  John Brush   Harold Gould  Howard Wriggins 
 
 In 1970, in the wake of the Timber Cove Conference and the subsequent Committee on 
Reorganization, a number of changes in procedure were instituted.  One of these was to make the 
Nominating Committee elective.  A resolution placed before and passed by the Trustees on 1 
April 1970 described the new process: 

 
Resolved: That beginning in the Fall of 1970 the Nominating 
Committee be established as an elected Committee.  This  
Committee shall have three members.  Each year two new 
members will be elected from a slate of at least four candidates 
presented by the previous year’s Nominating Committee.  The 
Nominating Committee shall each year choose one of its members 
to continue to serve as Chairman of the following year’s 
Nominating Committee.  No one shall serve more than two 
consecutive years on the Nominating Committee.  All members of 
the Nominating Committee shall be Trustees.  The duties of this 
Committee are to present candidates for all elections due to be held 
during the year of the Committee’s service…8 
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 Until 1983 the three persons on the Nominating Committee served no more than two 
consecutive years.  However, over the years several people served more than one term as the 
following reconstruction of committee members shows: 

 
Chart 2: Reconstructed Nominating Committee: 1971-83 

 
Year  Chair    Member   Member 
1971  ??    Joseph Elder   ?? 
1972  Howard Wriggins  Joseph Elder   Marc Franda 
1973  Joseph Elder   N. G. Barrier   Karl Potter 
1974  R. E. Frykenberg  N. G. Barrier   Karl Potter 
1975  N. G. Barrier   Tom Januzzi   Blair Kling 
1976  Blair Kling   Tom Kessinger  Howard Wriggins 
1977  Howard Wriggins  John Brush   James Gair 
1978  John Brush   Richard Tucker  James Gair 
1979  Richard Tucker  Eugene Irschick  Eleanor Zelliot 
1980  Edgar Polomé   Ted Riccardi   Howard Spodek 
1981  Edgar Polomé   John Broomfield  Ainslie Embree 
1982  John Broomfield  Bruce Lawrence  Eleanor Zelliot 
1983  Bruce Lawrence  Richard Barnett  Stephen Cohen 
 

In 1983 the three persons on the Nominating Committee that year – Lawrence, Barnett, 
and Cohen – reported to the Executive Committee that: 

 
Particularly in view of the fact that a new President will 

have to be selected for a term beginning in 1986, with a 
preparatory year beginning in 1985, it was felt that the Institute 
would be well served by changing the terms of office expected of 
those who sit on the Nominating Committee so as to permit a long 
term of participation.9 

 
Accordingly, a resolution was passed that the committee consist of three members, each for a 
three-year term, with staggered terms so that each year one member would be replaced.  The 
chair would be that member in his or her third year on the committee.  Nominees, who must be 
Trustees, would be chosen by the Executive Committee after consultation with the Nominating 
Committee.  Arrangements were made to phase in the new process by setting up initially one-, 
two-, and three-year terms.  The make-up of the Committee from 1984 to 1995 was as follows: 

 
 
 
 
 

Chart 3: Reconstructed Nominating Committee: 1984-95 
 

Year  Chair    Member   Member 
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1984  Ainslie Embree  N. G. Barrier   Rosane Rocher 
1985  Ainslie Embree  Carlo Coppola   Susan Wadley 
1986  N. G. Barrier   Ainslie Embree  Susan Wadley 
1987  Susan Wadley   Carlo Coppola   Howard Spodek 
1988  Susan Wadley   V. Narayana Rao  Howard Spokek 
1989  V. Narayana Rao  Eleanor Zelliot   Howard 
Spokek 
1990  V. Narayana Rao  Eleanor Zelliot   Fred Clothey 
1991  Eleanor Zelliot   Richard Eaton   Fred Clothey 
1992  Fred Clothey   Richard Eaton   Alan Babb 
1993  Richard Eaton   Alan Babb   Frank Conlon 
1994  Alan Babb   Frank Conlon   Lelah Dushkin 
1995  Frank Conlon   Lelah Dushkin   ?? 
 

4. Budget Committee 
Between 1961 and 1985, most Institute financial affairs were handled by the Treasurer 

and, when that position existed, by the Comptroller.  For twenty-five years three persons from 
the University of Pennsylvania carried out these functions: Donald Murray, Alan Heston, and 
Patricia Hanrahan.  Even after the Secretariat moved to the University of Chicago in 1973 when 
Dimock became President, financial management of the Institute remained at Penn. 

Joseph Elder was elected as President in 1985 (he took office in 1986).  Several changes 
in financial management were made during the year of transition from Dimock to Elder.  First, 
Frederick Asher (Minnesota) was appointed Treasurer in 1985, and former Treasurer Donald 
Murray was appointed Honorary Investment Officer so that his long years of experience in the 
Institute’s fiscal matters could be exploited and built upon. 

Then, in September 1985, the Executive Committee revamped an ad hoc Budget 
Committee that had been set up in 1981 and made it into a Standing Committee.  The 1981 ad 
hoc Budget Committee had been charged with overseeing the financial aspects of Institute 
administrative operations in the U.S., including the operations of all the program committees.  
Furthermore, the ad hoc Budget Committee was to review all proposals submitted to funding 
agencies by the Executive Committee and the individual committees.  It was also charged with 
coordinating the dispersed efforts of Institute activities through a centralized review mechanism. 
 Treasurer Donald Murray had been appointed Chair, joined by members Walter Hauser and 
Alan Heston.  By 1984 John Richards chaired the ad hoc committee and was assisted by Harold 
Gould and Howard Spodek. 

Given the magnitude of the tasks entrusted to it, it became clear that an ad hoc committee 
was not adequate for overseeing the increasingly complex financial arrangements of a growing 
Institute.  At the suggestion of the Smithsonian Institution, which had become an important 
player in the AIIS funding mix, in 1985 the ad hoc Budget Committee was converted into a 
Standing Committee.10  Frederick Asher, the newly appointed Treasurer, was named Chair, 
joined by members John Richards, Donald Murray, and Harold Gould. 

In 1987 the Budget Committee, with John Richards as Chair, became a three-person 
committee, including Harold Gould and Barbara Ramusack, with the Treasurer participating as 
ex-officio member.  By 1988 Barbara Ramusack took over from John Richards as Chair, with 
Harold Gould appointed to a three-year term.  (Elder reached out to non-Member institutions for 
non-trustees Ramusack from the University of Cincinnati, as he had in 1986 to appoint non-
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trustee Franklin Presler of non-Member Kalamazoo College as Secretary, in an effort to 
demonstrate that all South Asianists had a stake in the Institute).  At the same time, an ad hoc 
Investment Committee was set up to coordinate with the Budget Committee; its members were 
Donald Murray as Chair, and Harold Gould and Thomas Metcalf as members. 

In 1990 President Elder, citing Barbara Ramusack’s exemplary and dynamic leadership, 
appointed her to another three-year term as Chair of the Budget Committee.  Alan Heston and 
Richard Lariviere joined her as members of the Committee. 

The standing Budget Committee was responsible to the Executive Committee and 
through it to the Board of Trustees, in contrast to the previous ad hoc Budget Committee that 
was only advisory to the President personally.  As a standing committee, Ramusack noted in 
1990 that it, 

 
…is engaged in ongoing efforts to clarify AIIS finances and to 
exercise budgetary oversight mandated by the Executive 
Committee at its Fall 1989 Meeting and by the Board of Trustees 
at its Spring 1990 Meeting.11 

 
She reported that it, 

 
…has been difficult to get a coordinated budget because of 
differing time tables and because financial reports have not been 
presented according to a common format.12 

 
She urged program committees to present realistic budgets, based on funding levels of previous 
years, instead of inflated budgets far in excess of previously received awards in the hope of 
gaining more than could be reasonably anticipated. 

In 1991, on behalf of the Budget Committee, Ramusack urged the Executive Committee 
to determine its institutional priorities in the face of challenges to the Institute’s limited 
resources, and to the special problems associated with dealing with funding sources in two 
currencies.  The Budget Committee recommended that, given these straitened circumstances, the 
Institute should focus on research and language-training fellowships that had traditionally been 
the historical strengths of the AIIS, rather than on the continued relatively lavish funding in 
Delhi of the Art and Archaeology Center and Archives and Research Center for 
Ethnomusicology. 

In 1992, during discussion of the Budget Committee’s annual report, similar concerns 
over priorities were voiced, and again the fellowship program was seen to rank first, with the 
Centers well below.  However, when it was suggested that the Budget Committee produce 
recommendations on which the Executive Committee could vote, Chair Ramusack reminded the 
group that the Budget Committee was only an advisory body, not a policy-making body.  She 
also noted, 
 

…the huge amount of additional work such a charge would 
produce for what is already one of the busiest committees in the 
Institute.13 

The suggestion for producing recommendations was thereupon withdrawn. 
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The Budget Committee managed to begin bringing a rational and orderly approach to a 
complex situation and took the first important steps to educating both the Executive Committee 
and the Trustees to the fiscal realities of the Institute. 

When Frederick Asher became president in 1994, the Budget Committee was abolished 
because it was felt that its mission had been accomplished.  Also, by 1994 both Centers were 
becoming self-sufficient with their own funding, requiring less of a draw on general AIIS funds. 

 
5. Development Committee 
In the context of general diminished funding for academic operations in the mid-1970s, 

and in the light of increasing concerns over the Institute’s financial stability and future, the AIIS 
created a Committee on Development.  Its first Chair, appointed in 1977, was Richard L. Park, 
well-known for his leadership role in the Association for Asian Studies in general and its South 
Asia component in particular.  Park had also been instrumental, in drawing up in 1961 the sound 
constitutional framework for the AIIS.  His well-known capacity for organization, fund-raising, 
and long-range planning was just what the Institute needed at this juncture.  As Dimock noted in 
his presidential report for 1976-78: 

 
This Committee, shortly after its formation, was broken down into 
two groups, one to examine and enhance our funding in dollars, the 
other our rupee funding.  The Committee’s work began 
immediately with plans, at this moment about to be put into effect, 
to secure an endowment in dollars through a combination of 
individual appeals, matching and challenge grants and, hopefully, 
foundation help: an endowment of one million dollars is the goal.  
On the rupee side, the Committee submitted a projected ten year 
budget of 16 million dollars in U.S.-owned Indian rupees…14 

 
Richard Park was joined on this Committee by former president Ainslie Embree, Paul 

Brass, and Harold Gould, who was experienced in liaison work with government officials in 
Washington.  President Dimock and Treasurer Donald Murray served ex-officio.  In 1978, when 
Embree was appointed Cultural Affairs Officer in New Delhi, he was replaced on the Committee 
by Richard Lambert. 

In November 1980 the Development Committee, now chaired by Richard Lambert, held a 
strategy session in Washington at which plans for publicity brochures and a detailed fund-raising 
campaign were drawn up.  The Committee identified four targets for fund-raising: foundations 
(particularly middle-size ones); the AIIS member institutions and alumni of the fellowship 
programs; American corporations doing business in India; and Indians in America.  A fifth target 
was Indian donors in India to be solicited for rupee gifts. 

A year later Richard Lambert reported on the AIIS capital campaign.15  He noted that the 
Institute had two concerns: first, regarding the continued availability of rupee funds; and second, 
in respect to the Institute’s dollar needs for its administrative operations in the U.S.  On the 
campaign for dollar support, Lambert stated that the Institute had been awarded a matching-fund 
challenge grant form the National Endowment for the Humanities.  According to Lambert, some 
funds had been received from the Mellon, Ford, and Exxon foundations, and a modest amount 
had been given by individuals, especially those who had been recipients of fellowships.  But 
attempts to obtain donations from American corporations doing business in India drew a 
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complete blank.  Lambert said that no decision had been made on soliciting the Indian 
community resident in the U.S.  Since the organization and expense of the capital campaign had 
been borne almost entirely by the University of Pennsylvania, supported by the volunteer labor 
of committee members and Institute trustees, Lambert suggested that, 

 
A shift to a widely dispersed campaign aimed at tens of thousands 
of individuals calls for a shift in strategy and staffing, in all 
likelihood paid staffing, that must be well-planned and have some 
indication that it is likely to be effective.16 

 
Shortly after Lambert’s report, the Institute, 

 
…engaged, at surprisingly low cost, the services of the widely 
known public relations firm of Hill and Knowlton 

 
to continue the capital campaign with approaches to corporations, foundations, and private 
individuals.17  By October 1983, however, Frederick Asher – by then a member of the 
Development Committee – reported to the Executive Committee that $33,000 had been paid to 
Hill and Knowlton with no tangible returns.  He recommended, therefore, that the AIIS 
discontinue its relationship with the high-powered public relations firm.18  The Executive 
Committee decided to follow that suggestion and directed that, 

 
…funds allocated to the Development Committee in the current 
year be used as the Committee sees fit to encourage specific, 
piecemeal efforts at raising funds with foundations and 
government agencies.19 

 
It was back once again to the time-consuming labor of scholar-volunteers, all amateurs in the 
game of fund-raising. 

To further the capital campaign in the U.S., it was decided, in consultation with the  
Development Committee, to establish a National Advisory Committee.  This group of 
distinguished persons, especially including current and former U.S. Ambassadors to India, 
would, it was thought, be of great assistance to the Development Committee.20  Former U.S. 
Ambassador to India, Harry G. Barnes, as well as several other luminaries were approached to 
learn of their possible interest in serving on a National Advisory Committee.  In the end the idea 
was dropped. 

In 1985 the Development Committee, chaired then by Frederick Asher, included Ainslie 
Embree, Harold Gould, and former Treasurer Donald Murray – all veterans of its earlier version. 
By that time Asher had taken over from Donald Murray as Treasurer, and Murray had been 
appointed Honorary Investment Officer.  In late 1985, in the waning days of Dimock’s 
presidency, a new Development Committee was established, co-chaired by Arjun Appadurai and 
Harold Gould, with Joseph Elder as President-Elect, an ex-officio member.  This group’s 
mandate was to continue exploring for grants from private U.S. industries and institutions. 

In 1990 Robert King of the University of Texas at Austin was named chair of the 
Development Committee.  In his first action as Chair, on 4 April 1990, King presented his 
thoughts on fund-raising to a meeting of the Executive Committee21, urging the Trustees and the 
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Executive Committee to do some fairly dramatic things to prevent the Institute from running out 
of money by 1995.  He insisted that the Institute must get a clear sense of its financial needs.  He 
said it was crucial to establish an endowment while aggressively seeking government funding, 
and that an AIIS headquarters building in India would provide a symbol of the Institute as a 
going concern, one that could more easily be supported by donors and granting agencies.  King 
felt that construction of a building in the Delhi area should have high priority.  In January 1994, 
four years after King’s remarks, the foundation stone of such a building was laid. 
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
IV. B. AIIS FELLOWSHIP-SELECTION COMMITTEE 

1. Background 
The American Institute of Indian Studies was created to: 

 
…support the advancement of knowledge and understanding of 
India primarily through studies in that country by Americans.1 

 
According to its founding Proposal, 

 
…it would sponsor scholarly activities which would increase the 
knowledge and understanding of India’s traditional and modern 
culture – using “culture” in its broadest meaning.  Specially it 
would: 
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a. Assist and sponsor American scholarly research in Indian 
subjects. 

b. Provide the necessary training for American specialists on 
India in the various academic disciplines.2 

 
To do that the Institute from the beginning had as its raison d’être the choosing of 

scholars to go to India and the building of an organization in India for facilitating their research 
work within approval guidelines laid down by the Government of India.  For this purpose the 
Institute set up categories of fellowships, advertised for applicants, and annually chose a set of 
persons qualified for the several levels designated. 

As the Proposal3 stated, there were to be three specific categories of Americans selected  
and appointed to Institute fellowships.  These were: 
 

1. Each year up to twenty senior fellows specializing on India 
at the post-doctoral level of competence; 

2. Graduate students gathering data for, or writing, a 
dissertation;  and 

3. Faculty concerned with teaching about India but who were 
not specialists. 

 
 To publicize these fellowships and to choose the first grantees, the Institute set up a 
Selection Committee even before gaining final approval from the Government of India to 
establish the AIIS, and before funding arrangements were complete. 
 
As W. Norman Brown stated in his first President’s Report to Institute Trustees: 

 
The process of selecting Fellows was begun without waiting for 
the signing of the Institute’s contract with the Department of State. 
 The Executive Committee appointed a Selection Committee, 
which circulated announcements of the kinds of fellowships to be 
offered by the Institute, prepared application forms, invited and 
received applications, made tentative selections on a competitive 
basis, subject to the confirmation when the contract should be 
signed, and notified the successful applicants of their tentative 
selection…The end result was the appointment of eight Faculty 
Research Fellows, four Faculty Training Fellows, five Junior 
(predoctoral) Fellows, while travel grants with maintenance 
stipend were also awarded to seven holders of predoctoral 
fellowships of the U.S. Office of Education under the provisions of 
the National Defense Education Act, Title VI.4 

 
Over the years this central function of the Institute evolved in response to institutional 

experience, changing academic emphases and concerns, and constraints imposed both by the 
Government of India and the demands of U.S. funding agencies.   

 
2. Composition of Fellowship-Selection Committee 
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After the Institute’s incorporation in October 1961, a Board of Trustees and its Executive 
Committee were set up.  At that time there were fourteen institutional Members of the 
Corporation, twelve in Class A with two Trustees each and two in Class B represented by one 
Trustee.5  One more Member at the B level joined shortly after incorporation; so there were 
fifteen members represented by twenty-five Trustees by the end of 1961.  From these Trustees 
had to come the Executive Committee of six persons, the Nominating Committee, the 
Membership Committee and a Selection Committee.  Not all trustees were ready and willing to 
play an active role; so at the outset a few persons played several roles or stayed in positions for 
several years.  There tended, therefore, to be a certain amount of overlap.  With regard to the 
Selection Committee, persons unaffiliated with the Institute were co-opted to supplement the 
expertise of Committee members.  Some Trustees and erstwhile committee members were 
among those who applied for the first fellowships to be offered.  Not surprisingly they appear to 
have succeeded in securing grants. 

Between the second meeting of the Executive Committee on 9 December 1961 and the 
third meeting on 24-25 February 1962 a ballot to elect a Committee on Selection was sent to all 
Trustees.  The result of this mail vote was recorded at the Executive Committee’s 24 February 
meeting.  While the minutes of that meeting reveal that Milton Singer became Selection 
Committee Chair and that four other members were chosen, the contemporary records did not 
name them since it was felt that membership of the Selection Committee should not be made 
public.  Later, however, in the wake of the 1969-70 reorganization that took place at the end of 
the Brown presidency, documents were prepared and distributed to Trustees detailing committee 
memberships between 1962 and 1970 and analyzing them in terms of universities and disciplines 
represented and of length of service of individual members.  This was clearly in response to 
charges of secrecy as well as institutional and discipline bias leveled at the Institute in the post-
Timber Cove discussions on reorganization.6  That Milton Singer, who was then Vice-President, 
became Chair of the committee may have led to the later, though not always adhered to, 
association between those two offices. 

Chart 1 presents the names of the AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee members for the 
first eight years of the Institute’s existence, 1962-70. 

 
Chart 1: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee: 1962-70 

* = Non-Trustee from AIIS Member Institution 
** = Committee Member from Non-AIIS Member Institution 

*** = Oberlin was part of Great Lakes Colleges Association Consortium, a Class A Member of 
AIIS from 1963-68; Oberlin resumed membership in 1990 in Class B. 

 
1962-63 

Milton Singer  (Chicago) – Chair 
Henry Hart  (Wisconsin) 

McCrea Hazlett  (Rochester) 
Henry Hoenigswald  (Pennsylvania) * 

Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 
         

 
Chart 1: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee: 1962-70  (cont’d) 
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1963-64 
Milton Singer  (Chicago), Chair 

Henry Hart  (Wisconsin) 
McCrea Hazlett  (Rochester) 

Henry Hoenigswald  (Pennsylvania) * 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 

Ann Pannell  (Sweetbriar) 
         

 
1964-65 

 Milton Singer  (Chicago), Chair 
William Helmuth  (Oberlin) *** 

Henry Hoenigswald  (Pennsylvania), Acting Chair * 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 

Richard Robinson  (Wisconsin) 
Myron Weiner  (MIT) * 

         
 

1965-66 
Richard Robinson  (Wisconsin), Chair 
David Bayley  (University of Denver) 

McCrea Hazlett  (Rochester) 
William Helmuth  (Oberlin) 

Henry Hoenigswald  (Pennsylvania) 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 

         
 

1966-67 
Richard Lambert  (Pennsylvania), Chair 

Henry Hart  (Wisconsin) 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 

McKim Marriott  (Chicago) * 
Edgar Polomé  (Texas) 

         
 

1967-68 
Richard Lambert  (Pennsylvania), Chair * 

Henry Hart (Wisconsin) 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 

Theodore MacCowan  (Cal-Berkeley) * 
Edgar Polomé  (Texas) 

         
 

Chart 1: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee: 1962-70  (cont’d) 
 

1968-69 
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 Richard Lambert  (Pennsylvania), Chair * 
Edward C. Dimock  (Chicago) 

Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 
Theodore MacCowan  (Cal-Berkeley) * 

Richard L. Park  (Michigan) 
         

 
1969-70 

Robert Miller  (Wisconsin), Chair * 
O. L. Chavarria-Aguilar  (Rochester) 

Daniel H. H. Ingalls  (Harvard) ** 
Blair Kling  (Illinois) 

Richard L. Park  (Michigan) 
         

 
The eight Selection Committees between 1962 and 1970 represented thirteen universities, 

of which eleven were Institute members and two were non-Members.  Nineteen different 
individuals served on the Committee, eleven of them for more than one term; one of these served 
eight times.  These individuals represented ten different disciplines. 

Of the universities represented, non-AIIS Member Harvard (in the person of Daniel H. H. 
Ingalls) was represented eight times, while Pennsylvania and Wisconsin each contributed 
individuals seven times, Chicago five times, Rochester four times, and the remaining eight 
institutions one or two times.  The University of California-Berkeley, a major South Asia center, 
was represented only twice and then by a non-South Asianist anthropologist, Theodore 
MacCowan. 

Of the disciplines represented, Sanskrit (Ingalls) and Indo-Aryan Linguistics 
(Hoenigswald) were represented twelve times, while anthropology and political science came 
next with seven times each.  University administrators accounted for six of the membership slots, 
while sociology had three.  The rest of the slots were divided among philosophy, general 
linguistics, Bengali, history, and economics. 

The Chair of the first three Selection Committees was Milton Singer, who was also the 
AIIS Vice-President during those years.  It is not clear if this was mandated or just a coincidental 
relationship between those two offices.  Until 1978 more often than not, there was an association 
between the Vice-President’s office and the Selection Committee Chair.  After 1978 the Vice-
President played a role for three years on the Selection Committee. 

While W. Norman Brown was himself a Sanskritist, as President he was not a voting 
member of the Selection Committee.  For that reason Daniel H. H. Ingalls of Harvard was 
chosen eight times to join the Committee to contribute especially to selection of applications on 
Sanskrit and Indological topics.  That there was some question of Ingalls’ eligibility because 
Harvard was not an AIIS member was indicated in a letter from Richard Park to the first 
Selection Committee Chair, Milton Singer, in March 1962.  Park wrote: 

 
I believe that Dan [Ingalls] should be on the Committee.  I feel that 
the Institute should consider itself an institution supporting 
national interests…Leaving aside the Board of Trustees, the 
officers, and the Executive Committee, other committees should be 
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open to any qualified person in the United States, regardless of the 
institution from which he comes.  This rule particularly applies to 
the Selection Committee.7 

 
Brown’s close involvement with Selection Committee matters can be seen from the 

following instances.  At the end of the first Selection Committee report on 26 May 1962 Milton 
Singer noted that, 

 
The President participated, ex-officio, in the Committee’s 
deliberations.8 

 
 Later presidents were present during Selection Committee meetings as observers or to 
interpret Institute policies, but not to “participate,” if indeed that comment meant helping to 
evaluate the applications.  In 1963 Singer sent a list of incoming Selection Committee members 
to the Institute office in Philadelphia noting that it, 

 
…will be subject to confirmation to [sic] Dr. Brown.9 

 
When the President received this and saw that the new committee Chair was to be Richard 
Robinson of Wisconsin – the nominee and colleague of Institute Secretary Henry Hart – Brown 
wrote immediately to Milton Singer, saying: 

 
In one respect my recollection disagrees with yours.  Though we 
voted to make Robinson a member of the Selection Committee, it 
is not my understanding that we voted to make him Chairman.  
Such an action would, in my opinion, be risky.  We know nothing 
about him, except the inconclusive remarks that Henry [Hart] 
made in the meeting, and he has had no experience on our 
Selection Committee, or as far as I know, on any other national 
fellowship selection committee.  My own understanding is that you 
are to remain Chairman.  When you go to India, we are to make 
whatever substitution is advisable, probably not using the title of 
Chairman for the substitute.10 

 
Brown apparently prevailed at that point, for Robinson of Wisconsin became a member of the 
Selection Committee in 1963-64, taking Henry Hart’s position along with being named AIIS 
Secretary in place of Hart who went off to India on a Faculty Research Fellowship.  However, in 
1965-66 Robinson did become the committee’s Chair, with or without Brown’s blessing, having 
had one-year experience as a member. 

In 1963 there seemed to be some contretemps surrounding Singer’s Institute roles, and in 
October 1964 he told Norman Brown that he could not attend an Executive Committee Meeting 
because he: 

 
…would have been embarrassed to have gotten into discussions 
about the Vice-President and the Chairmanship of the Selection 
Committee.  I am quite dispensable in both capacities.11 
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Apparently in his third year as both Chair of the Selection Committee and Vice-President of the 
AIIS Singer was himself in India on an AIIS fellowship.  According to a notation in committee 
files, he “Never appeared at meetings,” and Henry Hoenigswald was designated Acting Chair.  
By the beginning of 1965 Milton Singer told Brown: 

 
I doubt…whether I could be of very much use to the Institute next 
year since I am out of residence during the Winter Quarter…Since 
this would be the critical point for the organization of the Selection 
Committee procedures, I am afraid I would not be able to give you 
your money’s worth.12 

 
In the same letter, before taking himself out – permanently, as it turned out – of Institute 
activities, Singer told Brown he favored Richard Park as the new Vice-President, and Park did 
indeed take over for the next three years.  Singer also told Brown: 

 
The Chairman of the Selection Committee, as I have suggested  
before, might well be kept close to Philadelphia.13 

 
That would put it directly under Brown’s control and avoid having the crucial position go 

to someone like Richard Robinson about whom “we know nothing” and who was, in Brown’s 
estimation, the nominee of his [Brown’s] ongoing possible presidential competitor, Henry Hart. 

While Brown had earlier disparaged Robinson’s qualification to be Chair – “he has had 
no experience on our Selection Committee” – when it came to selecting the new Chair for 1966-
67 Brown managed to keep it very “close to Philadelphia” by installing Richard Lambert, 
Brown’s colleague and successor as head of Penn’s Department of South Asia Regional Studies, 
this despite the fact that Lambert had “had no experience on our Selection Committee.”  
Meanwhile, by 1964 Edward Dimock had been elected Secretary of the AIIS (succeeding Henry 
Hart, 1961-63 and his successor Richard Robinson, 1963-64).14  In late 1966 Brown wrote to 
Dimock, now a member of the Executive Committee by virtue of his position as Secretary, 
enlisting his assistance in the matter of Selection Committee appointments.  Brown’s letter 
stated: 
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It is now time to appoint a Selection Committee for 1966-67, and a 
Nominating Committee to propose officers and members of the 
Executive Committee for 1966-67.  The procedure in the past has 
been for the Executive Committee to authorize the President to 
appoint such committees.  If this same procedure is agreeable to 
the Executive Committee, I would like the authority to appoint 
Richard D. Lambert as Chairman of the Selection Committee, with 
the understanding that he and I, together, will select the other 
members of that committee, whereupon I will appoint them.15 

 
Apparently there was no objection to Brown’s request for this authority, and he proceeded to 
appoint Richard Lambert as Chair of the AIIS Fellowship Selection Committee.  Lambert 
remained Chair for the next three years, 1966-69, and for two of those years he was joined on the 
Selection Committee by Henry Hart among others.  Meanwhile, Singer’s choice for Vice-
President, Richard Park, succeeded Singer in that office and held it for three years from 1964-67 
after which Park served two terms on the Selection Committee. 

Since Norman Brown had become Professor Emeritus at the University of Pennsylvania 
in 1965 and thereafter was full-time President of the Institute (with a stipend), he had plenty of 
time and lots of energy to devote to AIIS affairs.  He used these assets to supervise, if not 
control, more and more of the Institute’s operations.  This increasing centralized control led to 
criticism, especially from Trustees from West Coast universities, and calls for reorganization.  
Answering these brought about the Timber Cove Planning Conference of 1969, the Potter 
Committee on Reorganization, and eventually the Transition Committee of 1970 that led to the 
transfer of the presidency from Brown to Ainslie Embree in 1971.  After 1970-71 the Selection 
Committee began its second phase with its evolution toward a less personalistic and more 
bureaucratically ordered existence.  While the Trustee pool of potential committee members had 
greatly increased in size (from twenty-five in 1962 to forty-one in 1971 and a total of sixty-two 
in 1994) there continued for many years to be a circulation of offices among a limited and 
repetitious few individuals, most of whom were men.  The Selection Committee was no 
exception. 

The following chart, reconstructed from a wide variety of files in the Chicago 
headquarters, is accurate for the early years and from about 1976 to 1994.  However, I have not 
found data for the period 1970 to 1972, and I noted some discrepancies in membership lists for 
the period 1972 to about 1976.  Even with careful cross-checking I cannot vouch for accuracy in 
that period.  Be that as it may, one can see the membership pattern developing into its later 
predictable system, and one may note the continuing role for the Vice-President on the 
Fellowship-Selection Committee. 

 
Chart 2: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee: 1970-82    ( *  =  Vice-President ) 

 
Year    Chair   Members 
1970-71  (Embree*) ?  (Park) ? 
1971-72  Dimock*  ? 
1972-73  Heston   Gerow, Nicholas, C. White, Wriggins 
1973-74  Heston*  Nicholas, Swan, Zelliot 
1974-75  Gould   Lawrence, L. Rocher, Zelliot  
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1975-76  Nicholas*  Heston, Swan, C. White 
Chart 2: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee: 1970-82  (cont’d) 

 
Year    Chair   Members 
1976-77  Gould*  Verma, C. White, Zelliot 
1977-78  Zelliot*  Gould, Lawrence, Verma 
1978-79  Zelliot   Dushkin, Gould*, L. Rocher 
1979-80  Gould*  Dushkin, Rittenberg, L. Rocher, Verma* 
1980-81  Verma*  Bisgaard, Rittenberg, G. Wood 
1981-82  Verma   Bisgaard, L. Rocher*, G. Wood 

 
 

Chart 3: AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee Members and Chairs, 
By Fellowship Years New Rotation: 1982-94 

( *  =  Vice-President ) 
 

         Senior             Other Members 
   Year    Chair Member ( * Including the Vice-President) 
 
1982-83 L. Rocher Verma  F. Asher*, K. Jones 
              
1983-84 F. Asher Tucker  L. Rocher*, K. Jones, Katzenstein 
              
1984-85 Tucker  F. Asher ?? Huntington*, Berreman, Polomé, Katzenstein 
              
1985-86 Huntington Berreman Appadurai*, Hauser, Verma [For Polomé], Kolenda 

[For Tucker] [Open] 
              
1986-87 Appadurai Huntington Goldman*, Hauser, Kolenda [Absent], Lester, 
Presler 
              
1987-88 Goldman Appadurai Barnett*, C. Asher, Presler, [Open], Schopen 
              
1988-89 Barnett  Goldman Dushkin*, Babb, C. Asher, Oldenburg, Courtright 
              
1989-90 Dushkin Barnett  Lariviere*, Wadley [For Babb], Oldenburg, 

J. Williams   
              
1990-91 Lariviere Dushkin Creel*, Wadley, Kohli, J. Williams, Courtright 
              
1991-92 Creel  Lariviere Carman*, Vatuk, Kohli, Schastok, Lelyveld 
              
1992-93 Carman Creel  Richman*, Vatuk, Minault, Schastok, Herring 
              
1993-94 Richman Carman Lutgendorf*, A. Gold, Minault, Tartakov, Herring 
    [Absent]         
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 Taking another look at the first eight years, while most members of the Selection 
Committee were Trustees of Class A Member institutions, two were Trustees from Class B 
Members.  Others, such as Myron Weiner, Henry Hoenigswald, and McKim Marriott, were non-
Trustees from member institutions, while others such as David Bayley (Denver) and Daniel H. 
H. Ingalls, (Harvard) were from non-Member institutions.  Daniel Ingalls, the Harvard 
Sanskritist, was a close friend of W. Norman Brown and provided needed classical Indological 
expertise on the Selection Committee for its first eight years.  Likewise, Henry Hoenigswald, 
Brown’s colleague from the University of Pennsylvania’s Department of Linguistics, contributed 
his specialty during the first four years.  This was an effort to help the committee cover 
application subjects beyond the competence of its own members. 

In 1969 the Timber Cove Planning Conference brought to the surface many questions 
about the operation of the Institute.  With regard to the Selection Committee, a recommendation 
of the Timber Cove conferees that membership on the Selection Committee be limited to 
individuals from AIIS member institutions was rejected.  This was followed by a 
recommendation that member institutions be informed of 

 
…the tenure and discipline of all members of the Selection 
Committee, without revealing their identity and the number of   
members of the Committee from member and non-Member 
institutions.16  

 
This recommendation was accepted. 

However, at the subsequent Trustees Meeting on 11 October 1969, the report of the Karl 
Potter Committee on Reorganization stimulated further questioning about the Institute’s 
committee structure in general and the Selection Committee in particular.  For example, John 
Gumperz of the University of California-Berkeley asked, 

 
…if the Selection Committee must continue to be a secret.17 

 
Apparently up till then names of the Committee members had not been made public so as to 
avoid any charges of cronyism, since the total number of persons was still very small.  Ainslie 
Embree was reported to have replied that the names should be kept secret, 

 
until after selection has been made.18 
 

This exchange led to a motion asking that  
 
members of the Selection Committee be announced to the 
Members of the Board of Trustees at the time of the appointment 
of other committees.19 

 
The motion was passed but in a close vote, 18 to 16.  Thus, after 1969 the make-up of the 
Selection Committee became public knowledge. 
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 3. Number and Terms of Fellowship-Selection Committee Members 
 During the first decade the Selection Committee was composed of five or six persons 
with no set term limits.  As we noted above, Daniel H. H. Ingalls of Harvard served for eight 
years.  Henry Hart served four years interrupted by a year’s Faculty Research fellowships (1963-
64).  Henry Hoenigswald also served four years.  Milton Singer was listed as Committee Chair 
from 1962-65, but he was also listed as recipient of a Faculty Research grant during that period 
(1963-64), that was also the third year he served as Institute Vice-President. 

The Committee make-up was regularized somewhat after the 1969-70 reorganization 
efforts that came at the end of the Brown presidency.  The Committee was set to consist of five 
persons each to serve at least two years with staggered terms.  In 1970 the Trustees resolved: 

 
…that the Fellowship-Selection Committee for a given academic 
year shall be chosen by the Executive Committee prior to the 
spring meeting of the Board of Trustees, and its membership 
reported to the Board at that meeting.  It shall consist of five 
members.20 

 

By 199121 the Committee came to consist of seven members, four regular members plus 
three who held or had held the position of Vice-President.  The four regular members were 
appointed by the Executive Committee from names put forward by the Selection Committee 
itself.  In effect the Selection Committee became a self-perpetuating body without any direct 
relationship to the Nominating Committee. Suggestions for recruitment to the Committee were 
based upon a sense of the disciplines that were likely to be represented in the fellowship 
applications.  The four regular members served for two years.  Each year two of the four regular 
members rotated off the Committee.  The four regular members were joined by the Institute’s 
current Vice-President who served as a member during his / her year in office; by the immediate 
past Vice-President who served as Chair of the Committee that year; and the past-Past Vice-
President who served as Senior Member.  These three Vice-Presidents who had all been elected 
to the Executive Committee through Trustee-wide elections on the basis of slates presented by 
the Nominating Committee, ensured continuity in Fellowship-Selection Committee practices 
with their staggered three-year terms.  This procedure also enhanced communications between 
the Fellowship-Selection Committee and the Executive Committee.  Thus the Fellowship-
Selection Committee was composed of seven persons, four appointed by the Executive 
Committee for two-year terms, and three chosen through the election process to serve three 
years.  Between 1962 and 1994 (with the omission of 1970-71 and 1971-72 for which data were 
not found), seventy individuals served on thirty-two annual Selection Committees.  Between 
1962 and 1994 the following persons served with the greatest frequency: 

 
Name of Committee Member  Number of Terms Served 
 Daniel Ingalls      8 
 Manindra Verma     7 
 Lelah Dushkin      5 
 Ludo Rocher      6 
 Harold Gould      5 
 Eleanor Zelliot      5 
 Henry Hart      4 



IV. B.  AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee 
 

- 256 - 

Name of Committee Member  Number of Terms Served  (cont’d) 
 Henry Hoenigswald     4 
 Edgar Polomé      4 
 Charles White      4 
 
Fifteen other persons served three terms each; twenty-six served two terms each; and 

sixteen persons put in one year on the Committee. 
From the beginning, for the thirty-two years that data were available, of the total of 

seventy individuals who served on the Selection Committee only fifteen were women.  As shown 
above, two of the ten longest-serving persons were women: Dushkin (five years) and Zelliot 
(five years).  The fifteen women (with years served) were as follows: 

 
Name of Committee Member   Years Served 
 Lelah Dushkin      5 
 Eleanor Zelliot      5  
 Susan Huntington     3 
 Paula Richman      3  
 Catherine Asher     3 
 Ann Gold      2 
 Mary Katzenstein     2 
 Pauline Kolenda     2 
 Gail Minault      2 
 Sara Schastok      2 
 Sylvia Vatuk      2 
 Susan Wadley      2 
 Joanna Williams     2 
 Anne Pannell      1 
 Cynthia Talbot      1 

 
Reviewing the Committees by decades, it is apparent that over the years more and more 

women were becoming involved on this all-important Institute body: 
 
 

Chart 1: Terms of Women on Selection Committee 
 

1962-70 – on Eight Selection Committees 
Pannell   (one term) 

         
1971-80 – on Ten Selection Committees 

Zelliot   (five terms) 
Dushkin   (two terms) 

         
 
 
 
 

Chart 1: Terms of Women on Selection Committee  (cont’d) 
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1981-90 – on Ten Selection Committees 

Huntington   (three terms) 
Dushkin   (three terms) 

Katzenstein   (two terms) 
Kolenda   (two terms) 
C. Asher   (two terms) 
Wadley   (one term) 

Williams   (one term) 
         

1991-94 – on Five Selection Committees 
Richman   (three terms) 

Vatuk   (two terms) 
Schastok   (two terms) 
Minault   (two terms) 

Gold   (two terms) 
Wadley   (one term) 

Williams   (one term) 
Talbot   (one term) 

         
 

Clearly there was significant improvement in the representation of women on the 
Selection Committee in the later years.  While the number of women – seven – serving in the ten 
years from 1981-90 were a quantum leap over the two individuals on the Committee in the 70s, 
nine women joined the Committee in just the first half of the 90s.  Women actually outnumbered 
men by 4 to 3 on the 1992-93 Selection Committee. 

By 1994, of the fifteen women who had ever been on the Selection Committee four – all 
from Class B Member institutions – were Trustees and Vice-Presidents (and hence Committee 
Chairs); two were Trustees from Class B Members; four were non-Trustees from A Members; 
one was a non-Trustee from a B Member, and four were from non-Member institutions. 
  
 4. Chairs of the Fellowship-Selection Committee 

In a draft statement on the Committee prepared in 1976-77 for transmittal as part of a 
proposal to a funding agency, the AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee was described as: 

 
…a group of five people named by the Executive Committee on 
behalf of the Board of Trustees…every member serves at least two 
years (years are staggered), and the Vice-President is ex-officio 
Chairman of the Selection Committee, thus providing an interlock 
with the Executive Committee and the larger policies of the 
Institute. 

 
The statement further explained that: 

 
The President also sits with the Committee for that part of the 
meeting devoted to questions of policy…[but] is not a member of 
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the Committee, and has no say in its deliberations except where 
policies of the Institute are called into question.22 

 
Nowhere in the original or 1973 amended Bylaws was there a requirement that the Vice- 

President be ex-officio Selection Committee Chair.  That the Vice-President should serve as ex-
officio Chair of the Selection Committee came as a recommendation of the “Retzlaff II” 
Committee in January 1973 when it suggested: 

 
The position of the Vice-President shall be continued.  The 

term of office of the Vice-President shall be one year.  He shall 
also serve as ex-officio Chairman of the Selection Committee 
during that year.23 

 
 During the first three years of the AIIS Milton Singer served as Selection Committee 
Chair while also being Vice-President.  From 1966 to 1969 Richard Lambert chaired the 
Committee for three terms although he was neither an Institute Officer nor a Trustee.  As a Penn 
colleague he was hand-picked by W. Norman Brown for those three years possibly to keep the 
position close to Philadelphia. 

In 1976 President Dimock wrote to Selection Committee Chair Harold Gould regarding 
the importance of rotating membership in that Committee.  Gould was at that point both Vice-
President and Chair of the Selection Committee.  Dimock wrote that the Selection Committee 
had: 

 
…never had an orderly means of change built in, and the only thing in the 

Bylaws is that the Vice-President be Chairman of the SC.  For the rest, people 
have just stayed on it until they got tired of it.  Maybe we should have something 
else in mind, to assure our colleagues, especially our younger colleagues, that 
they are being listened to.24 
 
In a letter to incoming Vice-President Manindra Verma in August 1979, Cynthia Ernst 

(Assistant to the President) explained the relationship between the Vice-President and Selection 
Committee Chair: 

 
The practice has been that the Vice-President from the previous 
year chairs the next year’s Selection Committee meeting.  You will 
remember that last year’s meeting was chaired by Eleanor [Zelliot] 
even though Hal Gould was then Vice-President.  This practice 
began a few years ago when a newly elected Vice-President had 
never served on the Selection Committee before and it was felt that 
the former Vice-President should chair the meeting.  This gave the 
new Vice-President a year’s experience on the SC before it was 
time for him to chair a meeting.  I know you have served on the SC 
so many years that this same principle need not apply, but the 
practice has been set.  So this year, Hal (Vice-President from last 
year) will chair the fall meeting, with you coming into 
control…next year. 



IV. B.  AIIS Fellowship-Selection Committee 
 

- 259 - 

 
In 1979 for the first time the matter of legalizing this practice was proposed through 

insertion into the Bylaws.  At that time the ad hoc Committee on Constitutional Revision 
(Barbara S. Miller and Joseph W. Elder) suggested that Section 5.06 of the Bylaws be amended 
to include the sentence:  

 
The Vice-President shall preside over the Corporation’s selection 
committee. 

 
As Elder stated in his letter conveying the Report to President Dimock:  

 
The Vice-Presidency has come to mean chairing the selection 
committee.  We’re putting into prose only what has actually 
happened.25 

 
This indicated that the notion had not been in the Bylaws all along, belying Dimock’s assertion 
in 1976 quoted above. 
While the sentence suggested by the Elder-Miller Report was actually struck out in the revision 
that eventually appeared, it was replaced by a paragraph apparently crafted by Donald Murray in 
his critique of the Report for the Executive Committee.  As Murray wrote: 

 
During the year of his term in office the Vice-President shall serve 
as a member of the Selection Committee.  During the year 
following that term he or she shall serve as Chairman of the 
Selection Committee and in the second year following the term in 
office as a member of the Selection Committee.26 

 
This was first incorporated as Section 5.06 in the Bylaws in their 1985 and 1986 versions, but by 
the 1993 Restated Bylaws it had become Section 5.07 and stated: 

 
During the year of the term in office, the Vice-President shall 
perform such duties as may from time to time be assigned by the 
Board of Trustees or the President and shall serve as a member of 
the Selection Committee.  During the year following that term, he 
or she shall serve as Chairman [sic] of the Selection Committee 
and in the second year following the term in office as a member of 
the Selection Committee. 

 
As Chart 2 shows, this practice, somewhat haphazardly observed until then, actually 

became standard in 1982-83 when Frederick Asher was elected Vice-President.  The first year he 
became a Fellowship-Selection Committee member, the second year he became the Fellowship-
Selection Committee Chair, and the third year he became the Senior Member of the Fellowship-
Selection Committee.  After 1985 the association between the two offices became mandatory in 
accordance with Section 5.07 of the Bylaws.  After a dozen years of experience with this orderly 
rotation system, the system appeared to be effective. 
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5. Criteria for Membership on the Fellowship-Selection Committee 
The Fellowship-Selection Committee evolved over the years in size and complexity in 

response to the increasing scope of the fellowship program.  It was by all counts the most 
important of the Institute’s standing committees because it dealt directly with the central purpose 
of the AIIS, the pursuit of knowledge and understanding of Indian civilization and the 
dissemination to the scholarly community as a whole of that knowledge. 

 
In 1994 an analysis of subjects of 166 applications for AIIS fellowships showed that 

thirty-two disciplines and fields were represented.27  Most of the disciplines were in the 
humanities (seventy-seven), social sciences (seventy-one), and performing arts (eight), but a few 
were in biology, medicine, natural science, energy, and the environment.  Over time the 
boundaries between disciplines often became blurred, and new hybrid fields appeared.  This 
posed continuing challenges to the Selection Committee. 

From time to time the Executive Committee reminded the Selection Committee of its 
obligation to draw its members from appropriate disciplines; to include more women on the 
Selection Committee, and to maintain a balance between representatives from Class A and Class 
B Members of the AIIS, with the warning that no Member institution should be doubly 
represented, or repeatedly represented, or indeed never represented.  The Selection Committee 
was urged to choose as its members senior persons who were recognized scholars in their 
disciplines.  According to one Committee Chair, the new members should also be known for 
their collegiality and breadth of experience.28 

While most Selection Committee members came from Member institutions, and all those 
who served in the capacity of present or past Vice-President were Trustees, in later years (as in 
the first decade) some members were recruited from non-Member institutions.  In this regard one 
may recall Richard Park’s 1962 comment that the Institute should consider itself an institution 
supporting national interests; therefore some of its committees should be open to qualified 
American scholars regardless of the Member-status of their home base.  Park had singled out the 
Fellowship-Selection Committee for special attention. 
 
 6. Question of Honoraria for Fellowship-Selection Committee Members 

Compensation for Institute-related work was limited to reimbursement for travel to 
meetings and incidental expenses.  However, from the beginning an exception was made in 
respect to members of the Fellowship-Selection Committee; they were given honoraria in 
addition to travel and lodging at the time of the Annual Meetings.  The origin of this exception 
was explained in an interchange of letters after the Committee’s first meeting in 1962.  The first 
letter from President W. Norman Brown to Secretary Henry Hart stated: 

 
Milton [Singer, Vice-President] says that the Executive Committee 
authorized compensation to members of the Selection Committee 
of $75.00 each.  I cannot find record of such an action.  Please let 
me know what the facts are.29 

In reply Hart wrote: 
 
A specific action of the Trustees or Executive Committee 

has never been taken to appropriate a specific $75 compensation to 
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members of the selection panel.  The amount has, however, been 
discussed in at least one discussion of the proposed budget. 

Clancy Thurber of the Ford Foundation mentioned to 
me…that the Ford Foundation was interested in having a paid 
selection panel as one indicator of careful selection, and indicated 
that $75 was the amount paid to its panel by the Ford Foundation 
itself. 

Personally I believe that adequate authority for payment is 
contained in the approval of the budget which contains a specific 
item of $8,000 for selection panels, an item which is calculated on 
the basis of the $75 compensation…30 

 
Thus it appears that this practice was strongly suggested by one of the Institute’s major funders, 
the Ford Foundation, and what was good enough for Ford was clearly good enough for the AIIS. 
 In a letter to the Institute Treasurer, Vice-President Milton Singer wrote: 
 

Norman [Brown] has agreed with me that each member of the 
Selection Committee who served this year should receive $75 for 
their services,31 

 
Then he listed the six members of the 1963-64 panel plus Norman Brown who was listed as ex-
officio member. 

In the first few years the work of the Selection Committee could be accomplished in one 
day; so the $75 figure seemed reasonable.  But in the 70s, when the meeting required two days, 
each panelist received $75 per day or $150.  This was raised in November 1977 to $100 per day 
or $200 for the two-day meeting.32  Shortly afterwards, when a meeting required three days, 
members were given $300 each.  The rationale for providing financial compensation to Selection 
Committee members, in addition to following Ford Foundation practice, was that the task of 
performing this central Institute function was particularly time-consuming and onerous.  
Members of other committees and Institute officers received travel and lodging for meetings they 
attended but no other compensation. 

In 1983 Frederick Asher, in his capacity as Chair of the Selection Committee that year, 
suggested that the honorarium be eliminated.  He felt it was discriminatory because members of 
other committees did not receive financial compensation.  The Executive Committee accepted 
this suggestion in March 1984.  However, when this action came before the Board Meeting a day 
later, the Trustees countered that, 

 
…reviewing applications is one of the most demanding and time-
consuming jobs in the AIIS, and that compensation was both 
earned and deserved.33 

 
A resolution to the effect that the honorarium to the Selection Committee be restored was 
thereupon introduced and passed. 

In 1985 the Executive Committee authorized the Selection Committee Chair: 
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…to offer honoraria to scholars in fields not represented on the 
Committee, whose opinions it needs in vetting the applications that 
come to it. 

 
However, it was stipulated that, 

 
…the amount may not exceed $150, the amount provided as an 
honorarium to members of the Committee itself.34 

 
 7. The Selection Process 

The actual process of announcing the annual competitions, distributing hundreds of fliers, 
sending application forms to those who wish to apply, receiving completed forms by the mid-
summer deadline, and getting copies of all the valid applications to members of the Selection 
Committee did not change much since the first competition was held in 1962.  However, the 
scale of the operation greatly increased because the number of applicants rose markedly, issues 
faced by the Committee proliferated, and the application forms themselves became more 
complex because of increased bureaucratic and governmental needs and demands. 

Each year the Selection Committee reviewed actions and policies of its predecessors.  
Since the 1980s a conscious effort was made to codify issues and policies and present a short 
(two-four page) summary to incoming members.  Each year Committee members were given the 
most recent revision.  The 1994 statement of 4 pages was particularly clear on the policies that 
had been adopted, and it promised that as other issues and problems were discerned they would 
be added for the benefit of future committees.  This 1994 document covered: Policies; 
Procedures, including scoring and ranking methods; Agenda, with exact order of events so that 
everything could be covered in two days; and finally Proposal Preparation, that involved 
developing the budget and sorting the applications by funding agency (Smithsonian, NSF, NEH, 
USIA, etc.). 
 One veteran of the Selection Committee listed some of the issues regularly faced during 
the Committee’s meetings.  They involved: 

 
1. What types of fellowships should be awarded 

(translation, library service, etc.) 
2. How should Performing Arts fellowships that grew out of the 

earlier “Development” category be judged, and who should judge 
the applications? 

3. Should extensions or continuations be permitted for Junior 
Fellows? 

4. Should Indian-citizen grantees abide by the same guidelines 
(restrictions as to subject and place of research) as non-citizens? 

5. How many grants should be awarded: how should the finite 
funding pie be cut up?  As money availability shrank, should funds 
be spread around as much as possible giving bare minimums to 
more grantees (breadth), or should the Committee be more 
selective and hence more generous to fewer individuals (depth)? 

6. In the actual process of vetting the increased number of 
applications, should or could the workload be divided up 
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by discipline (for example) to minimize the burden on 
Committee members?   

7. How should politically sensitive applications be judged?  Should 
the Committee warn applicants of possibly non-acceptable (by 
GOI) topics?  Would this be censorship?  Should applications be 
judged solely on merit regardless of possible political problem? 

 
Each new Committee reviewed the situation as it had developed over the intervening 

year, and the Chair drew up guidelines after taking account of recent action of the Board and 
suggestions from the Director General. 

By the end of the 1980s the Selection Committee proposed streamlining the project 
proposals.  In 1988, for instance, the Committee pleaded that proposals be required to be limited 
to 2,500 words and that the use of technical terms in a particular discipline be minimized since 
members who would be doing the evaluating came from a variety of fields.  The situation had 
apparently not improved much even by 1991, as evidenced by the Committee Chair’s expressed 
dismay, 

 
…at the monumental nature of the Selection Committee’s task 

 
that he characterized as 

 
a mountain of reading.36 

 
His anguished observation resulted in a decision to aid the Selection Committee by requiring 
proposal statements to be limited to 2,000 words (a decrease of 500 words from the 1988 limit), 
and curricula vitae to be no more than three pages. 

By 1993 the Committee Chair, Paula Richman, announced that: 
 
The overall goal of the Selection Committee was to regularize and 
standardize even further the process of application and selection. 

 
She noted that the previous year’s requirement to cut the application size from ten to six pages 
had helped to make more efficient use of Committee members’ time.  She added, 

 
Cutting the length of cv’s from an all-time high of 47 pages (last 
year) to 2 pages for junior fellows and 3 pages for senior fellows 
contributed to efficiency. 

 
In addition, she said that, 
 

…in an effort to assist younger especially first-time applicants, the 
directions for application were rewritten to clarify the 
requirements, to indicate how the applications would be judged, to 
encourage the elimination of jargon, and to assure junior fellows 
that a grant application is not a dissertation proposal.37 
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 Also in 1993 a guide to the complex selection process was prepared and given to new 
members of the Committee.  The upshot of all this careful standardization and simplification was 
that the entire process was reported to have been, 

 
…much less exhausting, resulting in a more consistent evaluation 
of the applications.38 

 
As Richman noted further in her Report of the Selection Committee, the more concise and 
focused applications saved the Institute greatly on paper and mailing charges, and made 
maximum use of the members’ time. 

The application process involved candidates sending formal proposals, cv’s, and letters 
of reference to the Chicago AIIS headquarters ahead of the July 1 deadline.  These materials 
were then duplicated and sent to the Committee members for review prior to the Fall evaluation 
and ranking sessions.  At the same time copies of the proposals were sent to New Delhi so that 
the Director General could start the Government of India’s clearance and approval process.  This 
meant that sometimes projects received GOI approval that did not pass the Selection Committee 
hurdle.  That the converse was also true, namely that AIIS Selection Committee choices did not 
get GOI approval, was the subject of considerable ongoing discussion. 
 
 8. Numbers and Types of Fellowships 

As of 1994 over 2,700 fellowships had been awarded to over 2,000 individuals in the 
thirty-four years since the first grants were given in 1962.  In the late 1960s and early 1970s the 
numbers of fellowships awarded decreased for a variety of reasons, including funding constraints 
and lack of clearances from the Government of India.  From 1977 on, the numbers granted were 
substantial when funding was plentiful.  In the 1990s the numbers went down again because of 
the need to conserve funds. 

In the beginning there were three types of fellowships: Faculty Research Fellowships at 
the Senior level for specialists in the area; Faculty Training Fellowships for non-specialists who 
could profit from experience in India; and Junior Research Fellowships for graduate students at 
the dissertation research and writing levels.  Language Program fellowships were awarded after 
1966.  However, they were not considered research fellowships and were not under the 
jurisdiction of the Fellowship-Selection Committee.   

Between 1962 and 1989 research, i.e., non-language, fellowships totaled 1,975.  Of these, 
1,091 or 55%, were at the Senior level; 706 or 35.5%, at the Junior level, and 178 or 9%, were 
Faculty Training (later called Professional Development) grants.39  In the original Proposal for 
the Institute W. Norman Brown and his colleagues had put priority on fellowships at the Senior 
level 

 
…to provide new opportunities in India for mature scholarship and 
research by American specialists in the various fields of the 
humanities and social sciences. 

 
They estimated that the Institute they hoped to establish would, 

…appoint and maintain in India each year up to twenty Senior 
Fellows.40 
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The first decade (1962-71) averaged fourteen Senior Fellows per year.  The hoped-for twenty 
were indeed reached in 1965-66 during Brown’s presidency.  This must have been a matter of 
great satisfaction to him and the other founders. 

While Faculty Research Fellowships were for a full year in India (reduced to nine months 
in 1990), since 1977 senior scholars at Class A Member institutions could apply for short-term 
fellowships of four months or less.  In 1977 eight short-term fellowships were given.  Some 
years there were thirty or so, other years many fewer.  Since 1987 scholars from non-Member 
institutions were also eligible for short-term grants.  Applications for these short-term grants 
were made in the winter, with evaluation by the Selection Committee in a conference call in 
February or March.  Since 1990 Junior fellowships were awarded for eleven months rather than a 
full year as they had been. 

In 1983 the Selection Committee proposed, and the Executive Committee agreed, that 
fellowship categories be revised.41  Four categories with some new labels were set up: 

 
1. Junior Research Fellowships 
2. Senior Research Fellowships, including short-term fellowships restricted to  

faculty members at Class A Member institutions 
3. Professional Development Fellowships; and 
4. Translation Fellowships; this would, according to the Selection Committee, 

conflate the old fellowship categories “Professional Development” and “Faculty 
Training” under “Professional Development;” and it would eliminate categories 
that had been earmarked for “post-doctoral study tours” and “library service.” 

 
The Selection Committee reasoned that a clearly-stated research component should be 

included in every AIIS application, and that applicants considering using those former categories 
should try to use existing categories where research was mandated.  Emphasizing the necessity 
of research, in 1987 the “Professional Development” category was re-named “Scholarly 
Development.”  In 1992, noting continuing financial constraints, the Selection Committee 
recommended that, 

 
AIIS relinquish the Scholarly Development competition to other 
funding agencies…42 

 
It was felt, 
 

…that given the few numbers, the radically different nature of the 
grant proposals, and the fact that each one of the grants eliminated 
a more specialized research grant, the grant category’s desirability 
should be reconsidered.43 

 
The Executive Committee had actually passed a resolution to this effect in September 1992.   
However, when the Trustees met in March 1993, there was considerable discussion and feeling 
that such action was hasty and that the Institute should wait until it could prove that the grants 
had not been useful or that other agencies would pick up applications in this category.  Pending 
further investigation, the suggestion to eliminate this category was dropped.  It was felt that these 
grants for non-specialists outside the major Centers had helped to get South Asian topics 
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introduced into more campuses and that this kind of infiltration into the academic mainstream 
was, in fact, one of the purposes of the AIIS.  

Library Service had from time to time been a separate fellowship category until 1984, but 
it continued as a recognized field of application for grants within the general competition.  On 
several occasions librarians raised questions as to why so few of their number received 
fellowships.  As far as can be determined, relatively few applied, and only a handful prepared 
proposals that could be construed as research in nature.  Between 1963 and 1991 some fifteen 
grants were made to eight South Asianist librarians as follows: 

 
Chart 1: AIIS Grants to South Asianist Librarians: 1963-91 

 
 Year  Name    Institution    Fellowship Type 
1963-64 Louis Jacob  Cal-Berkeley    Faculty Training 
1964-65 Henry Scholberg University of Minnesota  Faculty Training 
1967-69 Katherine Diehl University of Chicago   Faculty Training 
1975-76 Henry Scholberg University of Minnesota  Faculty Research 
1978-79 Murari Lal Nagar University of Missouri   Faculty 
Research 
1978-79 Henry Scholberg University of Minnesota  Faculty Research 
1980-81 Narinder Aggarwal University of Illinois   Faculty Research 
1982-83 Henry Scholberg University of Minnesota  Short Term Research 
1986-87 Theodore Mahr University of Iowa (Law Library) Faculty Research 
1987-88 William Alspaugh University of Chicago   Faculty Research 
1988-89 Theodore Mahr University of Iowa (Law Library) Faculty Research 
1988-89 Henry Scholberg University of Minnesota  Faculty Research 
1988-89 Donald C. Johnson University of Minnesota  Short Term Research 
1988-89 Narinder Aggarwal University of Illinois   Short Term Research 
1990-91 Donald C. Johnson University of Minnesota  Short Term Research 

 
This chart shows that, of the eight individual grantees, Scholberg received five awards; 

Aggarwal, Johnson, and Mahr received two each; and Jacob, Diehl, Nagar, and Alspaugh 
received one each.  These librarians were awarded eight Faculty Research (or Senior) 
Fellowships three Faculty Training Fellowships, and four Short Term Senior Research 
Fellowships. 

While fellowships for research in many aspects of Indian music had been given from the 
early years of the Institute, the Performing Arts were not considered part of the academic 
mainstream.  However, in 1974-75 Martha Ashton received a Faculty Research Fellowship to 
study Hindu worship in Tulunad (into which she built a performance component), and in 1980-
81 Sharon Lowen was awarded a Faculty Research Fellowship for her proposal, 

 
To refine dance technique, expand my repertoire for performance 
and teaching, collect pedagogical materials and life histories of a 
few eminent dance masters.44 

 
These pioneering fellowships soon paved the way for a number of other musicians and 

dancers to pierce the strictly academic boundaries of Institute funding policy.  Their efforts were 
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aided by a persuasive statement on the usefulness of the Performing Arts in the context of South 
Asian studies in the U.S. sent by Joan Erdman, then at the University of Chicago, to President 
Dimock. In her letter Erdman noted that while Indian professional performers were genuinely 
welcomed in the U.S., they 

 
…cannot substitute for American scholar-artists 
 

who can 
 

communicate with a wide public in their own idiom. 
 
Erdman, herself an anthropologist focusing on cultural performance in India, went on to say: 

The training of Americans in India’s performing arts, in 
combination with scholarly study of the particular art in the  
context of its performance and learning in India, contributes to our 
knowledge of the social organization of artists, the transmission of 
cultural traditions, and the realization of cultural policies in India. 

 
She concluded by urging that 
 

…support for artist-scholars should be a high priority.45 
 
Dimock was very receptive to Erdman’s suggestions and passed on these and his own 

“strong feelings” on the subject to the Selection Committee, being careful not to appear to be 
issuing an “instruction.”  As Dimock put it in his memo, 

 
I would submit to you that the Institute cannot afford to neglect 
these people or their field. 
 

He concluded, 
 
I would urge…that applicants in the performing arts fields be 
given perhaps a little extra attention this year, and in the future, 
both because of past neglect and because if there is a group that 
needs encouragement and ‘professional development’, this is it.46 

 
In 1982-83 Charles Capwell (University of Illinois) had been requested to act as special 

consultant to the Selection Committee on music and its performance since the number of 
applications in this field had increased, and in 1983-84 Joan Erdman served in this capacity to 
evaluate proposals in the performing arts. 

In the years when Capwell, Erdman, and others served as special consultants to the 
Committee, the number of applications increased, and the position of the performing arts within 
South Asian studies was given greater prominence and gained validity as a field deserving of 
support by an organization such as the AIIS.  Accordingly, by 1986-87 suggestions were put 
forward to set up a new grant category under the label “Performing Arts Fellows.”  The Trustees 
found the resolution to establish this category to be problematic.  They raised questions such as: 
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How would the fellows be distributed between junior and senior 
categories?  What are the financial implications of the new 
category?  What is the commitment of the AIIS to support in this 
area, and does the new category imply that the number of 
fellowships not given to performing artists will be reduced?47 

 
While the resolution was tabled at that time, the Trustees asked that it be considered by 

the ad hoc Performing Arts Selection Committee that the Executive Committee had just 
established on 8 April 1987.  This ad hoc committee was established for one year and was to 
consist of the Vice-President as Chair, the Chair of the Selection Committee, the Chair of the 
Ethnomusicology Committee, and one outside member (Brian Silver was chosen).  The 
committee was asked to: 

 
(a) review applications from performing artists for the 
 fellowship competition 1988-89, and 
(b) to work out guidelines, application and screening  
 procedures to develop a possible new grant category for 
 “Performing Arts Fellows” in 1989-90 and thereafter.48 

 
In March 1988 Richard Barnett, then the Vice-President and Chair of the ad hoc 

committee, recommended that, based on the preceding year’s experience, the ad hoc body be 
reconstituted on a permanent basis.  The Executive Committee then passed a two-part resolution 
that stated: 

 
Resolved that a new Fellowship category be created under the 
label Performing Arts Fellows.  The following description shall 
appear in the fellowship announcement: 
 Performing Arts Fellows. A limited number of fellowships 
are available to accomplished performers of the performing arts of 
India who demonstrate that studying in India will enhance their 
skills, develop their capabilities to teach or perform in the U.S., 
enhance American involvement with India’s artistic traditions, and 
strengthen their links with peers in India.  These fellowships can 
be either short-term (up to 4 months) or long-term (6-12 months). 
A subcommittee will be constituted each year to assist in the  
screening of proposals in this category.  It will include the 
Selection Committee, and one other outside specialist to be 
selected by the Selection Committee Chair. 

 
On 24 March 1988 the Trustees accepted (with one dissenting vote) the recommendations 

of the Executive Committee.  The new category of Performing Arts Fellows was created to take 
effect in the 1988-89 competition, and a Sub-Committee for the Performing Arts Fellowships 
was instituted to be reconstituted annually. 
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However, a couple of years after these arrangements had been made the new category 
and Sub-Committee proved to be awkward and burdensome, especially to the Vice-President.  
As one person put it to me, 

 
We found it so awkward that we decided the [Selection] 
Committee as a whole would handle all of these and we would just 
get an expert outside opinion of the Performing Arts things, from 
Brian Silver doing music, and somebody else doing dance…49 

 
Apparently the experimental new approach got hung up over discrepancies on rating and ranking 
the applications, since the Performing Arts Sub-committee people could not use the complex 
system devised by the Selection Committee (despite the presence of its Chair), and the two 
approaches were hard to reconcile. 

During its first decade the Institute experimented with the category “Honorary Fellow.”  
Between 1967 and 1969 four persons were so designated with the understanding that they were 
to receive no financial aid from the Institute but might claim other privileges of Institute 
affiliation while in India.  While the category was established in 1962-63, no appointments were 
made until 1967.  Meanwhile, McCrea Hazlett, at that time the American Resident Director in 
India, had written to President Brown saying, 

 
I wish the Executive Committee would consider making 
distinguished non-American scholars Honorary Fellows of the 
Institute.  It appears to me that involvement of a few people in this 
way, including some Indians, would help our image.50 

 
Apparently nothing further came of this suggestion. 

In 1967-68 those who were accorded Honorary Fellow status at the Senior level were:  
Victor Nuovo of Middlebury College, Vermont, and Harold Powers of the University of 
Pennsylvania.  At the Junior level Jane Christian of the University of Texas received that status.  
In 1968-69 John Rosenfield of Harvard was made Honorary Fellow at the Senior level.  All these 
persons were funded by other agencies but were able to claim AIIS privileges that aided them in 
dealing with the Government of India. 

A few scholars at the junior level tried to get honorary fellowships that they felt would 
assist their application for visas even though they were funded by other agencies.  This caused a 
great deal of concern to D. D. Karve, the AIIS Director in Poona at that time.  Karve wrote to W. 
Norman Brown in July 1969 explaining that scholars who claimed to be Honorary Fellows 
would have to have research projects and certificates of Indian university affiliation submitted to 
the Government of India just like regular AIIS fellows.  Karve pleaded with Brown that this 
category was nothing but trouble for the Institute.  As he put it: 

 
…we have to go through the whole formality of submitting their 
research projects, getting a certificate from an Indian University 
for their affiliation and give particulars about the source and extent 
of their grant. 
 

He added, 
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I do not see at all why the AIIS should take over this responsibility 
and why such scholars cannot apply for visas through their own 
sponsors. 
 

He concluded, 
 

After all, all scholars, even if they are not Fellows, can take 
advantage of our facilities in India; but as soon as they become 
honorary Fellows of the AIIS, and apply for visas in that capacity, 
the Ministry of Education will hold the AIIS responsible for all 
things…51 

 
The Honorary Fellow category disappeared shortly after this interchange. 

 
In 1974 President Dimock informed President-Emeritus Brown that the AIIS had set up a 

series of Senior Research Fellowships named after him.  As Dimock put it: 
 
This is the least that the Institute can do in gratitude for your great 
service to scholarship in South Asian studies.  On behalf of the 
Institute, I would like to say that no honor and no words  
can convey the depth of affection and respect that all scholars in 
the world have for you.52 

 
Unfortunately Brown died in April 1975 before anyone was awarded the named 

fellowship; but before the end of 1975 three persons had been designated recipients of these 
fellowships.  They were: Kenneth Jones, historian of Kansas State University; David 
Mandelbaum, anthropologist of the University of California-Berkeley; and Eleanor Zelliot, 
historian from Carleton College.  There is no record that this special fellowship was continued in 
later years. 
 
 9. Distribution of Fellowships by Discipline and Institution 

a. Distribution of Fellowships by Discipline / Academic Field 
During the pre-World War II period of Indological dominance, most India-oriented 

scholars were in Sanskrit and other classical languages and literatures and in classical religion 
and philosophy along with a few who were involved in art history.  American scholars of India’s 
civilization – those few who existed – were concerned with India’s literate elite and the Great 
Tradition rather than with the whole cultural scene in the subcontinent.  World War II brought 
the social sciences into play with anthropology in the lead in the immediate postwar period.  
Political science and history joined anthropology as preferred subjects of study in the first twenty 
years of South Asian studies as it emerged out of its Indological matrix. 

National statistics for South Asianists showed that in 1980 their main disciplines were: 
History (20.2%), Political Science (18.5%), Anthropology (15%), and Religion and Philosophy 
(8%), while Art History came onto the scene with 7.1%, up from a mere 1.9% in 1970.53 

Another compilation showed that by 1972 460 South Asian specialists were reported to 
be in the Social Sciences; 283 in the Humanities; and 198 in History, a discipline that straddled 
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the two main divisions of Humanities and Social Science.54  Another reflection of the 
predominance in the early decades of social science disciplines among South Asianists came 
from the Foreign Area Fellowship Program established by the Ford Foundation in 1952 and 
administered by it until 1962, after which the program was run by the Joint Committee on the 
Foreign Area Fellowship Program of the ACLS / SSRC.  The Foreign Area Fellows Directory 
for 1952-72 reported in 1973 that during those two decades, of its 185 total of South Asianist 
fellows 112 could be counted in the Social Sciences; 30 in History; and only 23 in Humanistic 
disciplines.55   Clearly the social sciences, and in particular political science and anthropology, 
with history a distant third, were the fields of study where South Asianists were in the largest 
numbers during the first twenty-five years of American scholarly involvement with the 
contemporary subcontinent. 

Overall statistics for the thirty-three year period 1962-94 showed a total of 2,094 
applications for AIIS non-Language Program fellowships.  Of these, 961 were in fourteen fields 
within the Humanities (including the performing and visual arts); 683 were in some ten fields 
within the Social Sciences; 298 were in History; and 61 other applications were in such fields as 
Medicine, Library Science, Business and Finance, and General. 

The thirteen disciplines with the largest number of applications were ranked as follows: 
 

Chart 1: AIIS Applications by Major Disciplines: 1962-94 
 
   History      298 
   Anthropology     268 
   Religious Studies    233 
   Linguistics     178 
   Political Science    153 
   Art History     121 
   Literature     116 
   Ethnomusicology    109 
   Sociology      87 
   Performing & Visual Arts    67 
   Sanskrit Studies     66 
   Philosophy      42 
   Economics      38 
   Other                318 
      Grand Total:         2,094 

Chart 2: AIIS Applications by Major Disciplines, Decade by Decade 
  
1962-70       1971-80 
History     62    History   
 96 
Political Science   55    Anthropology   74 
Anthropology    45    Religious Studies  63 
Linguistics    36    Linguistics   53 
Religious Studies   31    Art History   45 
Sociology    20    Political Science  41 
Sanskrit Studies   17    Literature   41 
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Literature    16    Ethnomusicology  25 
Art History    14    Sociology   24 
Ethnomusicology   10    Sanskrit Studies  24 
Philosophy    10    Philosophy   14 
Economics    10    Economics   10 
Performing & Visual Arts    4    Performing & Visual Arts   6 

 
 

 1981-90       1991-94 
Anthropology   174    Literature   15 
Religious Studies  110    Art History   12 
History    103    Linguistics  
 10 
Linguistics    79    Ethnomusicology   6 
Art History    50    Performing & Visual Arts  6 
Performing & Visual Arts  48    Sociology    4 
Literature    44    Sanskrit Studies   4 
Political Science   39    Philosophy    3 
Sociology    37    Economics    2 
Ethnomusicology   28    History   
 45 
Sanskrit Studies   21    Anthropology   45 
Economics    16    Religious Studies  29 
Philosophy    15    Political Science  18 

 
This chart shows that History and Anthropology were consistently in the top three ranks 

in each decade, with Religious Studies moving from 5th place in the first decade to 3rd, 2nd, and 
3rd in the subsequent periods.  Political Science was 2nd in the first decade but fell to 6th and 8th in 
the second and third periods, making a comeback to 4th in the first half of the 90s.  Linguistics 
was a steady 4th rank during the first three periods, falling to 7th in the last.  Art History advanced 
from 9th place in the first period to 5th in the second and third, ranking 6th in the latest period.  
Sociology plunged from 6th in the first period to 9th in the second and third and to 10th in the final 
decade.  Sanskrit Studies took a similar dip, but Literature rose from 8th to 7th and then most 
recently to 5th.  Philosophy and Economics both occupied low ranks throughout.  The Performing 
& Visual Arts (dance, music, theatre) rose spectacularly in the third period because of the special 
fellowship category designed for them in the mid-1980s.  While the decrease in Political Science 
applications may be explained in part on difficulties in getting government clearance and hence 
visas, David Szanton56 suggested that the “loss” in Political Science might be ascribed to 
intellectual interests and political trends within the discipline itself in the United States rather 
than simply to restrictive research access that often played a part.  In the parallel field of 
Southeast Asian studies Szanton noted that European, Australian, and Japanese scholars had 
gone ahead with political studies in that region, while American scholars had increasingly 
avoided Political Science to study Southeast Asia after about 1974 (and the decrease could not 
be ascribed solely to the Vietnam War).57 

Institute records showed that 1,155 applications for Senior Fellowships for the period of   
1984-94 had the following discipline breakdown: 
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Chart 3: Disciplines of Senior Applicants: 1984-94 

 
 Anthropology      178 
 Religious Studies and Philosophy   158 
 Performing and Visual Arts    157 
 History       122 
 Art History and Archaeology      91 
 Languages and Linguistics      87 
 Literature and Folklore      85 
 Political Science and Public Policy     65 
 Medicine and Psychology      39 
 Business and Economics      33 
 Urban and Environment      32 
 Public Education and Law      20 
 Theatre and Fine Arts       19 
     Total: 1,155 

 
These statistics revealed the continuing popularity of Anthropology (with Sociology a 

minor partner in this joint field), Religious Studies (Philosophy similarly a minor player), and 
History (overall in 4th place).  What stood out was the position of the Performing and Visual Arts 
in 3rd place, with almost the same number of applications as Religious Studies.  Here again, 
Visual Arts was a tiny fraction of the joint category; Dance and Music were the major 
components of this combined category. 
   
  b. Distribution of Fellowships by Institution 

In 1969 when a major review of AIIS policies and operations was held at Timber Cove, 
California, in the waning days of the Brown presidency, Richard Lambert presented an outline of 
“possible topics for discussion” accompanied by a chart of “Institutions represented by 
Fellowships.”  This chart showed a total of 292 fellowships distributed among seventy-seven 
institutions, with the number of fellowships received by each institution listed by type of 
fellowship and their totals.  
 The rank order of the thirteen top institutions, receiving 67% of all types of fellowships 
during 1962-69 was as follows: 

 
 

Chart 1: Distribution of Fellowships by Institution: 1962-69 
 
Chicago     34    11.6% 
Pennsylvania     33    11.3% 
Cal-Berkeley     32    10.96% 
Wisconsin     18      6.0% 
Harvard     17        6.0% 
Duke      12      4.1% 

 Michigan       9      3.0% 
 Columbia       8      3.0% 
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 Cornell        7      2.4% 
 Minnesota       7      2.4% 
 Texas        7      2.4% 
 Washington       6      2.0% 
 UCLA        6      2.0% 
    Total:            196 
 
This meant that during these first eight years of the program the remaining sixty-four recipient 
institutions obtained 96 grants among them, averaging 1.5 fellowships. 
 
 For the first ten years, 1962-72, distribution of Senior and Junior fellowships to major 
institutions showed the following: 
 

Chart 2: Distribution of Senior and Junior Fellowships to Major Institutions: 1962-72 
 

  Senior Fellowships     Junior Fellowships 
 Chicago   16   Cal-Berkeley   24 
 Pennsylvania   12   Pennsylvania   19 
 Wisconsin     9   Chicago   18 
 Cal-Berkeley     8   Harvard   15 
 Michigan     7   Wisconsin   14 
 Minnesota     6   Duke      9 
 Duke      5   Cornell     
 9 
 Washington     5   

 
In the early 1970s sentiment was expressed that West Coast institutions, particularly Cal- 

Berkeley, were discriminated against in the awarding of fellowships, but the Junior grant 
statistics did not seem to bear this out.  Over the thirty-year period, 1962-92, AIIS statistics 
showed a total of 4,884 fellowship APPLICATIONS [not awards] received from 290 educational 
institutions.  Of these 2,174 were from forty-seven Member institutions (fourteen Class A, and 
thirty-three Class B) averaging 46 applications per Member.  The fourteen Class A Members 
totaled 1,746 applications with an average of 124.7 applications.  The thirty-three Class B 
Members totaled 428 applications with an average of 13 applications per institution.  The 
balance of 2,710 applications were distributed among sixty-eight unaffiliated institutions. 

The top 30 institutions ranked by number of applications during those three decades were 
as follows: 

 
Chart 3: Top 30 Institutions Ranked by Number of Applicants: 1962-92 

 
Rank  Institution    No. of Applications 

   1  Chicago     304 
   2  Pennsylvania     245 
   3  Cal-Berkeley     220 
   4  Wisconsin     220   
   5  Minnesota     101 
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   6  Columbia      93 
   7  Washington      91 
   8  Harvard      78 
   9  Michigan       78 
  10  Illinois       76 
  11  Texas       75 
  12  Virginia      60 
  13  Duke       53 
  14  Cornell       52 
  15  Hawaii       50 
  16  Syracuse      49 
  17  Iowa       35 
  18  UCLA       30 
  19  Kansas State      25 
  20  Arizona      21  
  21  Missouri      19 
  22  Brown       18 
  23  American      17 
  24  Wesleyan      17 
  25  Ohio State      16 
  26  ISOSA       15 
  27  Rochester      15 
  28  MIT       13 
  29  Michigan State     13 
  30  NYU – Institute of Fine Arts    12 
        Total:         2,111 

 
These data show that, unsurprisingly, over the years scholars at the four largest South 

Asia National Resource Centers submitted the highest number of applications.  Also not 
surprisingly, the largest number of recipients of AIIS fellowships came from those institutions 
that, beginning in 1948, developed the earliest large-scale South Asian programs in the United 
States. 

 
 
10. Government of India Approvals 
From the beginning the Institute agreed to transmit to the Indian Ministry of Education 

the programs of study and research proposed to be carried out in India by the scholars selected as 
AIIS Fellows.  Apparently in 1963 the Institute had failed to inform the Ministry in advance, and 
there were delays in the issuance of visas.58  After the first problems were ironed out and regular 
procedures established at AIIS headquarters in Poona, there appears to have been smooth sailing 
until 1967-68.  At that time the bona fides of American scholars were questioned by the Indian 
Parliament and the Government after publicity in the Indian press of U.S. Defense Department 
funding of research projects and possible CIA involvement with certain non-AIIS educational 
organizations such as the Asia Foundation.  [This whole issue will be treated in detail in Chapter 
V. AIIS Administration and Operations in India.] 
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Government of India scrutiny of foreigners’ research projects prior to issuance of visas 
had been required since 1949.  In 1969 the Ministry of Education began to demand, in addition, 
that research scholars be affiliated with an Indian university or some recognized educational 
institution and that: 

 
…if the study or research is to be carried out in a particular milieu 
or geographical area, information with regard to it and the reasons 
for its selection in relation to the subject of study or research [must 
be given].59 

 
The era of guidelines for all research in India by foreigners had begun.  

The question of guidelines, affiliation to Indian institutions, and often quixotic project 
rejections came to a head in the 1970s during what was arguably the lowest point ever of Indo-
U.S. relations stemming from the official American “Tilt to Pakistan” during the Bangladesh 
War.  Subsequently the Institute, under the patient leadership of the AIIS Director [later Director 
General] in New Delhi, P. R. Mehendiratta, managed gradually to build increasingly good 
relationships with the relevant Indian government ministries.  As a non-voting member of the 
Selection Committee, Mehendiratta was able over the years to observe trends in American 
scholarship on India and was ready to interpret those trends to the Indian bureaucracy.  Through 
frequent visits to the appropriate ministries and cordial relationships with mid-level bureaucrats, 
Mehendiratta oversaw the issuing of hundreds of research visas. 

In 1993 concerns over rejected applications came to the fore again.  The Executive 
Committee attempted to deal with the problem while Mehendiratta was at that time in the U.S.  
At its September 1993 meeting the Executive Committee requested the Director General to 
clarify the Indian government’s general procedures.  Mehendiratta described five areas that were 
currently restricted and suggested that the Selection Committee institute a screening procedure to 
identify “sensitive” proposals that could possibly be rewritten prior to submission to New Delhi. 
 Members of the Committee suggested that would mean a conflict between helping candidates 
gain access to India and censoring their work on behalf of the GOI.  It was noted that such 

 
…self-censorship would potentially stymy [sic] creative 
scholarship before it even has a chance to be reviewed by GOI.60 

 
 It seemed that some of the questionable proposals came from scholars at non-AIIS 
member institutions who were not as aware of the guidelines as were South Asian specialists at 
Class A Member institutions.  Some sentiment was expressed that this kind of problem was best 
resolved on an informal and individual basis.  This discussion also brought up the fact that 
candidates who were Indian citizens occasionally assumed that because they were Indian they 
were not subject to GOI strictures and could basically do anything they wished.  Clearly this was 
not the case, and the Selection Committee needed to dispel such misinformation. 

The upshot of the Executive Committee’s discussion was that President Elder constituted 
an ad hoc sub-committee of Paula Richman, Philip Lutgendorf, Susan Wadley, and Sheldon 
Pollock to recommend an operational policy regarding the appropriateness and possibility of 
screening potentially problematic proposals before submission to the Government of India.  This 
sub-committee on the selection process reported back, and on the basis of its recommendations 
President Elder formulated the following two senses of the Executive Committee: 
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It is the sense of the Executive Committee that for project 
proposals that are deemed in advance by the Director General to be 
highly problematic for approval by GOI, the President will query 
the applicant if he or she would like the Institute 
(a)  to submit the proposal unchanged, 
(b)  to submit the proposal after rewording but with no substantive 
changes, or 
(c)  not to submit the proposal,  
and will act accordingly. 

 
The second position stated: 

 
It is the sense of the Executive Committee that any lists of regions 
where travel or work in India may be restricted by the GOI – either 
published by GOI or of any public record – should be made 
available to applicants in a timely fashion.61 

 
These then were some of the ways in which Government of India policies impinged on the work 
of the Selection Committee. 
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
IV. C. AIIS ACADEMIC / PROGRAM STANDING COMMITTEES 

The AIIS has had four standing committees in the United States that develop, 
recommend, and oversee policies for a variety of academic operations that are carried out in 
India.  These are the Language Program, the Publications Program, and the two research and 
resource Centers for Art and Archaeology and Ethnomusicology. 

This section will review the history and staffing of each of these committees: the 
Language Committee, 1965 - the Publications Committee, 1966 - (then as an ad hoc committee, 
then reconstituted as a standing committee in 1976 -), the Committee on Art and Archaeology, 
1969 -; and the Committee on Ethnomusicology, 1980 -.  The actual substance and operations of 
the four programs in India will be presented below in Chapter VI, AIIS Academic Operations in 
India. 
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
IV. C. AIIS ACADEMIC / PROGRAM STANDING COMMITTEES 

1. Language Committee 
  a. U.S. Concerns with South Asian Language Teaching and Research: 
    1948-62 

The first fifty years of South Asian studies in the United States saw consistent attention 
given to teaching many of the languages of the subcontinent.  With the establishment of the 
Pennsylvania and Cornell programs in South Asian studies in 1948, it quickly became clear that 
the teaching of modern South Asian languages in America required urgent attention in terms 
both of teaching materials and personnel.  Shortly thereafter the Rockefeller Foundation became 
interested in this problem as well as in supporting India’s nation-building efforts by sponsoring 
the development of modern linguistics in India.  The Foundation hoped to encourage better 
communication within a new nation’s multilingual framework by promoting the intensive 
scientific study of India’s modern languages.  Accordingly the Rockefeller Foundation made a 
substantial grant in 1954 to the Deccan College in Poona to begin a broad program of instruction 
in modern linguistics and to prepare teaching materials.  The irony of this was not lost on 
anybody; “bringing structural linguistics to India with its Paninian tradition is like bringing coals 
to Newcastle!”1 

Professor S. M. Katre of the Deccan College provided overall direction of this program.  
The grant provided funds both for American linguists to go to India for study and teaching and 
for Indian scholars to go to America for advanced training. 

In the United States the American Committee on South Asian Languages was set up in 
1954 to act as an advisory body to the Rockefeller Foundation and the Deccan College.  This 
independent committee of half a dozen senior American scholars (some with a background in 
Sanskrit) was expected, among other things, to select Americans to go to India to study a major 
language as well as to choose persons to teach at the Deccan College.  In addition this committee 
was to help place Indian scholars in American institutions. 

Within two years the newly formed Committee on South Asia (CSA) of the Far Eastern 
Association (soon to become the Association for Asian Studies) at its meeting on 15 August 
1956 suggested that the American Committee on South Asian Languages be made a sub-
committee of the Committee on South Asia.2  This new group, the Committee on South Asian 
Languages, continued to receive Rockefeller Foundation support and proceeded for several years 
to administer a fellowship program for Indian scholars coming to the U.S. to study linguistics, to 
provide liaison among American universities that offered South Asian languages, and to foster 
contacts between American and Indian linguists.  In due course it assisted in planning the 
language and linguistics component of a proposed American institute in India.3 

The Committee on South Asia’s concern with language research and teaching both in 
India and the U.S. was particularly great after the passage of the National Defense Education Act 
(NDEA) in 1958 in light of that Act’s focus on training in so-called “strategic” and “neglected” 
languages, a category that included most modern South Asian languages.  The U.S. Office of 
Education’s Language Development Section had, by that time, become interested in determining 
national needs in personnel and teaching materials and in recommending programs of 
development and research.  Thus in 1960 the CSA and the U.S. Office of Education co-
sponsored a wide-ranging conference on South Asian language training in the United States 
under W. Norman Brown’s chairmanship.4 
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The 1960 Conference considered American resources for study and research in South 
Asian languages both for those whose major interest was in language disciplines per se and for 
social scientists and humanists who did not have language as their central concern but who 
needed the languages of South Asia as research tools.  The conference also discussed the study 
of the classical languages -- defined as Sanskrit, Pali, and Persian -- and agreed that these 
languages had an indispensable place in the curriculum both for cultural background and for 
their relationship to the modern languages.  In addition the conference considered American 
personnel resources for the teaching of and research into South Asian languages.  Finally, the 
conference ranked the languages of South Asia into five groups in descending order of teaching 
and research priority and for the preparation of materials.  That placed Hindi and Urdu in the 
first rank, with the recommendation that they be taught in many American institutions.  In the 
second rank the conference put languages it believed should be taught at several institutions; 
these included Bengali, Marathi, Persian, Sanskrit, Sinhalese, Tamil, and Telugu.  Another dozen 
languages or groups of languages were relegated to three lover levels of priority.5 

We may note that half of the two dozen 1960 conferees were to assume positions as 
officers or committee members in the soon-to-be-established American Institute of Indian 
Studies. Six of the participants had also been involved in the earlier Rockefeller Foundation 
program in Poona, and others had served on the several committees noted above.  The 
conference thus proceeded from a firm foundation of expert knowledge and experience.  It also 
illustrated the considerable overlap of the first generation of American South Asianists in the 
many arenas being built during the field’s formative phase.  One may also note the continuing 
central role of W. Norman Brown. 

Less than a year after this conference its Chair, W. Norman Brown, went to New Delhi to 
present his proposal for an American institute to the Department of State for possible funding 
with newly-released P. L. 480 funds.  The Draft Proposal – a combination of proposals 
separately prepared by Brown and Henry Hart and modified with inputs by Richard Park and 
Milton Singer – while emphasizing research as the primary function of the Institute for both 
Senior and Junior scholars -- strongly recommended setting up training facilities in India for 
advanced and specialized study of Indian languages.6  In fact, the revised proposal presented in 
late 1961 (after the AIIS was incorporated) underscored advanced language instruction as one of 
the Institute’s primary responsibilities and recommended that Institute headquarters be at the 
Deccan College in Poona, in large part 

 
…because of its considerable experience in linguistic teaching and 
research…and advanced training facilities7 

 
developed between 1954 and 1959 under Rockefeller Foundation auspices. 

 
b. Development of AIIS Language Committee 

The Committee on South Asian Languages of the AAS at its meeting on 24 March 1961 
– just a month before the meeting called to organize the AIIS – had asserted that a proper task 
for the committee included, 

 
…assistance in the planning of the language and linguistic aspects 
of the proposed American Institute in India (and comparable 
institutes that may be proposed elsewhere in South Asia).8 
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After incorporation of the Institute in October 1961 and its approval by the Department 

of State and Government of India in early 1962, and as soon as funding was secured in June 
1962, the AIIS set up its headquarters on the campus of the Deccan College in Poona.  By the 
end of 1962 the first batch of Fellows arrived, and in 1963 the linguist Gordon Fairbanks of 
Cornell University began to run language classes in Poona for individual AIIS Fellows who 
chose them. 

During the autumn of 1963 
 
…efforts were made to locate a properly trained [Indian] linguist 
to be in charge of the program of language teaching which the 
Institute wished to inaugurate.9 

 
In late 1963 the Institute offered this position of Chief Linguist to Debi Prasanna Pattanayak who 
had come through the Deccan College Linguistics program and then received his Ph.D. from 
Cornell.  Pattanayak, who had been teaching at Santiniketan, accepted the offer and joined the 
Poona AIIS headquarters in February 1964.  In order to design the best possible facility, 
Pattanayak was quickly sent abroad to observe ongoing language training centers at, for 
example, the American University in Beirut.  Pattanayak’s successful six-year stint – he was 
promoted to Senior Linguist in 1966 – lasted until 1969 when he was lured away by the 
Government of India to set up its Central Institute for Indian Languages in Mysore. 
 

Chart 1: U.S. Scholars Who Served on Pre-AIIS Language Committee: 1954-65 
( American Committee on South Asian Languages and 

the AAS Committee on South Asian Languages ) 
 
  W. Norman Brown   John Gumperz 
  O. L. Chavarria-Aguilar  Mary Hass 
  Edward Dimock   Henry Hart 
  Cora DuBois    Henry Hoenigswald 
  Murray Emeneau   Daniel Ingalls 
  Gordon Fairbanks   Gerald Kelley 
  Charles Ferguson   John Kepke 
  Murray Fowler   McKim Marriott 
  Chadbourne Gilpatric   Norman McQuown 
  Henry Gleason    Milton Singer 
 

In 1965 the AIIS Executive Committee recommended to President Brown that a special 
AIIS committee be established to oversee the development of the Institute’s program of language 
instruction in India.  The Trustees on 29 October 1965 unanimously endorsed this 
recommendation, and Brown appointed the first AIIS Language Committee.  It was chaired by 
Gordon Fairbanks of Cornell and included three other veterans of the early Deccan College 
linguistics program: Edward C. Dimock, Jr. (Chicago), Gerald Kelley (then at Wisconsin), and 
Franklin Southworth (Pennsylvania).  At the urging of Pattanayak in Poona, in 1966 the 
committee was expanded to include two non-linguists to represent the interest of social scientists 
and humanists.  The persons chosen were Henry Hart (political science) and Karl Potter 
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(philosophy).  The group was renamed the Language Development Committee and was chaired 
by Southworth. 

Between 1967 and 1972 the personnel of the Language Committee (its name reverted) 
appear to have remained stable with the two non-linguists involved until 1970 and the other 
members drawn from a small core group of linguists: Fairbanks, Dimock, Kelley, Southworth, 
and a new entrant, Edgar Polomé (Texas). 

In 1972 during the Embree presidency, the Language Committee was reconstituted.   
(From 1972 on, the Committee was referred to as the “Language Program Committee” in AIIS 
annual / biennial reports produced in New Delhi, although it remained the “Language 
Committee” in the minutes of the Executive Committee and Trustees’ meetings.)  The Chair of 
the reconstituted committee was Edgar Polomé, joined by veterans Southworth and Dimock plus 
a new face, Braj Kachru (Illinois).  When Dimock became President in 1973, he left the 
committee, although from time to time his expertise was tapped, as in 1975 during a site 
inspection of the Language Program in India, which he carried out with Herman van Olphen and 
Manindra Verma. 

In 1991 the Executive Committee mandated that the Language Committee identify for 
selection one or more eligible Dravidian language specialists whenever the committee 
membership was to be changed in order to preserve a balance in its make-up.10 
 From 1965 to 1997 the membership of the Language Committee was as follows: 

 
Chart 2: AIIS Language Committee Members: 1965-97 

 
Year   Chair    Members 
1965   Fairbanks  Dimock, Kelley, Southworth 
1966   Fairbanks  Dimock, Kelley, Southworth 
1967   Southworth  Fairbanks, Dimock, H. Hart, Potter 
1968   Southworth  Fairbanks, Dimock, Kelley, H. Hart, Potter 
1969   Fairbanks  Dimock, Kelley, H. Hart, Potter 
1970   ??   Dimock, Kelley, Southworth 
1971   ??   ?? 
1972   Polomé  Dimock, Kachru, Southworth 
1973   Polomé  Gair, Kachru, Schiffman 
1974   Polomé  Gair, Kachru, Schiffman 
1975   Polomé  Gair, Kachru, Schiffman  
1976   Polomé  Gair, Kachru, Schiffman 
1977   Polomé  Gair, Kachru, Schiffman 
1978   Schiffman  Barker, Verma, Hook 
1979   Schiffman  Barker, Verma, Hook 
1980   Verma   McAlpin, Hook, Masica 
1981   Verma   Shapiro, R. Rocher, Pray 
1982   Verma   Shapiro, R. Rocher, Pray 
1983   Verma   Shapiro, R. Rocher, Pray 
1984   Verma   Shapiro, R. Rocher, Pray 
1985   Verma   G. Hart, R. Rocher, Pray 

 
Chart 2: AIIS Language Committee Members: 1965-97  (cont’d) 



IV. C. 1.  LANGUAGE COMMITTEE 
 

- 285 - 

 
1986   R. Rocher  Verma, Pray, Cutler 
1987   R. Rocher  Verma, Pray, Cutler 
1988   R. Rocher  Verma, Pray, Cutler 
1989   R. Rocher  Verma, Pritchett, Cutler 
1990   van Olphen  R. Rocher, Pritchett, Cutler 
1991   van Olphen  Pritchett, Cutler 
1992   van Olphen  Pritchett, Cutler 
1993   van Olphen  Pritchett, Cutler 
1994   van Olphen  Pritchett, Cutler 
1995   van Olphen  Gambhir, Cutler 
1996   van Olphen  Gambhir, Cutler 
1997   Gambhir  van Olphen, Lutgendorf, ???, Cutler* 

(*  Cutler was replaced in 1997 by another South Indian 
language specialist; and the Committee was expanded to 
four members in 1997.) 
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
IV. C. AIIS ACADEMIC / PROGRAM STANDING COMMITTEES 

2. Publications Committee 
Both the original Proposal for an Institute (January 1961) and the organizing meeting of 

April 1961 envisaged a small publication program as a by-product of the Institute’s activities.  
According to the Certificate of Incorporation some of the Institute’s goals were 

 
To support the advancement of knowledge and understanding of 
India…by the prosecution and dissemination of these endeavors.1 

 
Throughout the first two years of AIIS operation (1962-64) there was discussion of 

establishing a publication program, and Richard Lambert (Senior Fellow in Poona, 1963-64) 
suggested that the Executive Committee should establish an editorial board in the United States 
to bring this about.2  The Institute’s Annual Report for 1964-65 carried the information in the 
report by Richard Lambert, by then the American Resident Director in Poona, that: 

 
The Institute is pleased to announce the publication of the 
Mahimnastava by W. Norman Brown.  This is the first volume in 
its publication series.  To mark the inauguration of the series, 
copies of the book have been sent to leading Orientalists 
throughout the world.3 

 
It is not clear whether or not by then an editorial board had been formed, but we do know 

that on 2 April 1966 the Executive Committee appointed a Publications Committee.  It  
consisted of J. A. B. van Buitenen (Chicago) as chair, with Burton Stein (Minnesota) and Joseph 
Elder (Wisconsin) as members.4 

This committee was in effect an editorial board and immediately approved Karl Potter’s 
Bibliography of Indian Philosophies for publication.  Reminding the Executive Committee of the 
terms of appointment of the Publications Committee, van Buitenen wrote in a letter on 9 August 
1966 that the members, 

 
…were appointed to serve on this committee which was to 
function as a clearing house for manuscripts by former fellows of 
the A.I.I.S. who did research under the auspices of the Institute 
toward the content of the manuscripts.5 

 
The first Publications Committee appears to have been ad hoc in nature and to begin with 

functioned mostly as an editorial board.  In 1966 the Government of India requested the Institute 
to make books and articles written by AIIS Fellows available to Indian scholars.  To comply 
with this request, the Institute’s headquarters in Philadelphia drew up a questionnaire to be 
circulated to all Fellows to identify publications that had resulted from their research under 
Institute auspices, and the Poona office started a reprint series of selected articles by former 
Fellows.6 

By 1967-68 both van Buitenen and Stein had gone to India as Senior Fellows at New  
Delhi and Madras, respectively; so the work of the Committee in the U.S. faltered and then  
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effectively stopped.  Its activities revived somewhat in 1970 when the Board of Trustees  
resolved that 

 
…the Publications Committee be reactivated to consider all 
questions relating to the dissemination of scholarly research 
carried out by Institute Fellows.7 
 

Documentation on committee membership for that time is not available.  Judging from 
later references in 1976, it seems that N. G. Barrier (Missouri) and James Gair (Cornell) were 
probably its sole members.  In 1976 the Executive Committee minutes, reflecting the status of 
the Publications Committee as ad hoc, noted that a resolution was passed to continue the 
Committee “on a regular basis.”  The Committee was charged with vetting ad hoc publications 
and publication of language materials and was given responsibility for developing a coherent 
publications program. 

President Dimock was then reported to have “re-appointed” James Gair and N. G. 
Barrier, asking them, 

 
…to continue the work already begun by them, but now as a 
standing [my emphasis, M.L.P.P.] Committee on Publications.8 

 
Notwithstanding this evidence of the Committee’s chronology, N. G. Barrier in his report 

as chair of the Publications Committee wrote in the 1980-82 Annual Report, of the 1976 action, 
that: 

 
In 1979, AIIS formed a Publications Committee to provide 
leadership for the growing program.9 

 
Furthermore, Barrier’s initial sentences in his 1980-82 report stated: 

 
The publications program of AIIS has evolved over the last 
decade.  Initially publication consisted of reprints and ad hoc 
volumes resulting from the work of the Benares Center.10 

 
Actually, as we have seen in 1966 a Publications Committee had been established and continued, 
with a couple of years’ hiatus, to exist until 1976, when it was reconstituted into a standing 
committee.  It was from the expansion of this in 1979 that Barrier seems to have dated the 
Publications Committee that he went on to chair until 1993. 

The enlargement of the Committee in 1979 was designed to provide broader discipline 
coverage and to make for more economical operations.  Executive Committee members were 
chosen so that costly separate meetings could be avoided.  Accordingly, Marguerite Robinson 
(Brandeis) was chosen to represent social sciences, Ludo Rocher (Pennsylvania) to represent 
languages and linguistics, and Austin Creel (Florida) to represent humanities.11  This 
membership lasted for two years. 

In 1980-82 the composition of the Committee changed.  Barrier described it and its work 
as follows: 
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The Publications Committee has included Margaret Case (an editor 
for Princeton University Press12), Austin Creel, Frank Conlon, 
Jack Hawley, Michael Meister, and Greg Possehl.  N. G. Barrier 
has chaired the Committee that has included as ex-officio 
members, the President, and the Director.  The Committee meets 
twice a year, and in the interim, conducts substantial business by 
mail and phone. To minimize expenses, members generally are 
drawn from the Executive Committee plus other specialists as 
needed.  The group evaluates projects, helps supervise overall 
developments, and is responsible to the Executive Committee and 
the Trustees.13 

 
From 1982 to 1993 membership of the Publications Committee remained more or less the 

same.  Apparently in response to a query on rotation of the committee’s membership, in 1986 it 
was stated that: 

 
In regard to the composition of the Publications Committee, it was 
felt that since the committee’s area of concern is a rather special 
one, it would not be advisable to prescribe limited and regular 
terms of office for its members.  The matter was considered best 
left to the judgment of the committee itself.14 
 

Barrier was Chair throughout the 1979-93 life of the enlarged committee; Margaret Case 
provided the perspective of a university press; Hawley represented religion; Conlon provided a 
second historical perspective to Barrier’s own; and, in addition, representatives from the 
Committee on Art and Archaeology (Possehl, Meister, S. Huntington) joined the group ex-
officio from time to time since archaeology and art history were the disciplines that had the most 
active AIIS publication program. 

In March 1993 the Publications Committee was formally dissolved by the Trustees.  In 
his statement to the Board, Barrier described the changing publishing climate in India attendant 
upon the shrinking value of the rupee as a result of devaluation, the rate of inflation, and the 
increasing costs that Indian publishers were charging for printing books.  He noted that AIIS 
publication activity had slowed and that there was little prospect of doing anything in the near 
term.  He therefore proposed to the Trustees, as he had in the previous day’s Executive 
Committee Meeting, that the Publications Committee be disbanded.  The resolution, which was 
thereupon passed by the Trustees, recommended that after dissolving the committee: 

 
…the Institute adopt a more informal arrangement utilizing the 
President, the Director, and a Publications Advisor, who will bring 
pertinent issues, including manuscript reviews, to the attention of 
the Executive Committee.15 

 
It was noted by the Trustees’ chair, Edward C. Dimock, Jr., that Barrier’s 
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…work over these many years was truly exemplary and a 
testament to his devotion to the Institute and to the academic 
publishing industry.16 

 
According to the minutes of the Executive Committee (25-26 September 1993), while the 
Publications Committee was no more, N. Gerald Barrier continued to report as a Publications 
Advisor.17  In his 22 September 1993 report to the Executive Committee for its Fall Meeting, 
Barrier referred to himself as “Press Advisor” [my emphasis, M.L.P.P.]. 

According to the minutes of the 1994 Board of Trustees’ Meeting, while the Publications 
Committee was no longer a standing committee, in Barrier’s words it, 

 
…functions as such [sic] with N. Gerald Barrier (University of 
Missouri) as Publications Advisor reporting directly to the Director 
General.18 

 
Barrier reported that the doom and gloom of the previous year’s report had changed 
significantly, that the finances of the committee [sic] were looking up, and that he anticipated a 
very active year.  

Perhaps some clues to the Executive Committee’s response to Barrier’s new role came 
from its September 1994 meeting, the first Executive Committee Meeting of Frederick M. 
Asher’s presidency.  At that meeting, three directives were formulated as “sense of the 
committee” statements, not quite comprising formal resolutions.  These proposed: 

 
…that a standing committee be constituted to oversee the  
publication and communication interests of the Institute; 
that the President be given the responsibility of constituting the 
initial committee to oversee the Institute’s publication and  
communication interests, which would then function per standard 
procedures analogous to other standing committees; that the 
President should work with Prof. Barrier to incorporate the current 
activities of the Publications Advisor into the newly created 
committee to oversee the Institute’s publication and 
communications interests.19 

 
This seemed to reinstate the more normal chain of command whereby the President and the 
Executive Committee in the U.S. were the entities to which Publications Advisor Barrier would 
report. 

It was recommended that the new standing committee be called the “Publication and 
Communication Committee,” while its Chair and members remained to be appointed.20 

By April 1996 Barrier reported to the Executive Committee and the Trustees that 
President Asher had authorized the reconstitution of the former standing Publications Committee 
as an ad hoc Committee on Publications.  Barrier was appointed to chair this body that included 
two members: Michael Fisher (Oberlin) and Susan Wadley (Syracuse).  Asher then requested the 
committee to meet and evaluate the whole publications program and propose guidelines for its 
future activities.21 

Chart 1: AIIS Publications Committee Members: 1966-97 
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[ Reconstructed from available reports, but not all reports noted membership ] 
 

Year  Chair    Members 
1966  van Buitenen   Elder, Stein 
1967  van Buitenen   Elder, Stein 
1968  ?    ? 
1969  ?    ? 
1970  ?    Barrier, Gair 
1971  ?    Barrier, Gair 
1972  Probably Barrier  Gair 
1973  Barrier    Gair 
1974  Barrier    Gair 
1975  Barrier    Gair 
1976  Barrier    Gair 
1977  Barrier    Gair 
1978  Barrier    Gair 
1979  Barrier    Case, Creel, Huntington, Robinson, L. Rocher 
1980  Barrier    Case, Creel, Conlon, Hawley, Meister, Possehl 
1981  Barrier    Case, Creel, Conlon, Hawley, Meister, Possehl 
1982  Barrier    Case, Creel, Conlon, Hawley, Meister, Possehl 
1983  Barrier    Case, Conlon, Hawley 
1984  Barrier    ? 
1985  Barrier    ? 
1986  Barrier    Case, Conlon, Hawley, Meister 
1987  Barrier    ? 
1988  Barrier    ? 
1989  Barrier    ? 
1990  Barrier    Case, Conlon, Meister 
1991  Barrier    ? 
1992  Barrier    ? 
1993  Barrier    Case, Conlon, Meister 
Publications Committee Disbanded in March 1993 
1994  Barrier - Appointed Publications Advisor  
1995  Publications Committee Reconstituted as Ad Hoc Committee on Publications 
1996  Barrier    Fisher, Wadley 
1997  Wadley   ??   
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 

IV. C. AIIS ACADEMIC / PROGRAM STANDING COMMITTEES 
3. Committee on Art and Archaeology 
The AIIS Committee on Art and Archaeology was established in 1969 following the 

Institute Trustees’ instruction to its Executive Committee to appoint a body to assume 
responsibility over, and operation of, the American Academy of Benares (AAB) (spelling being 
preferred by the Academy) that in 1969 the Government of India had declared must cease its 
activities.1  It should be noted that the AAB’s work, that had begun in November 1965, formed 
the basis for what became in 1969 the AIIS’ Center for Art and Archaeology (CAA) in Banaras / 
Varanasi. 

In order to understand the convoluted history of the AAB-CAA operation, some 
background information is necessary. 

In 1963 a number of university professors and museum curators working in the field of 
South Asian art history in the United States formed themselves into the American Committee for 
the History of South Asian Art (ACHSAA).  The Committee had as its patron John Kenneth 
Galbraith, U.S. Ambassador to India, March 1961 to July 1963. 

 
The Committee membership was listed as follows:2 

 
         W. Norman Brown   (Pennsylvania) 
         Pramod Chandra   (Chicago) 
         J. Leroy Davidson   (UCLA) 
         Diran Dohinian   (Rochester) 
         Richard Ettinghausen   (Freer Gallery) 
         Stella Kramrisch   (Pennsylvania) 
         Sherman E. Lee   (Cleveland Museum) 
         Stuart C. Welch   (Fogg Museum) 

Aschwin Lippe   (Metropolitan) 
Prudence Myer   (Tulane) 
John Rosenfield   (Harvard) 
Benjamin Rowland   (Harvard) 
Lawrence Sickman   (Kansas City) 
Walter Spink   (Michigan) 
J. A. B. van Buitenen   (Chicago) 

 
The Committee’s first action was a meeting in July 1963 at the University of Chicago, 

convened by Pramod Chandra who was thereupon designated ACHSAA’s President with J. A. 
B. van Buitenen as Secretary-Treasurer.  One of the resolutions of this meeting was 

 
…to undertake the establishment of a learned Academy in India 

since, 
…there is no institute for the history of the South Asian art 
comparable, for example, to the various academies, British, 
American, German and Italian which function in the Near and 
Middle Eastern fields, not to mention the great institutes working 
in European art.3 

 
The next development was in New Delhi when Pramod Chandra convened an 

international conference on 12 January 1964 (coincident with the meeting of the International 
Congress of Orientalists that many art historians would be attending) to discuss “The Proposed 
American Institute of South-Asian Art.”  Pramod Chandra outlined 
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…the circumstances leading to the proposal for the establishment 
of an American institute history of South Asian art in India, 

 
and he developed the notion of the “learned Academy,”  

 
…conceived in the manner of similar institutions that have already 
achieved eminence in their respective fields, notably the American 
Academies at Rome and Athens, the Kunsthistorisches Institut at 
Florence, and the British Academies in Athens, Bagdad, and now 
Teheran.4 

 
With this ambitious goal in mind, Pramod Chandra opened the meeting by telling the 

conference that ACHSAA wanted the widest possible advice before drawing up final plans.  He 
requested W. Norman Brown to chair the conference proceedings no doubt mindful that Brown 
had just successfully led a decades’ long campaign to establish the American Institute of Indian 
Studies and also no doubt mindful of Brown’s own contributions to the field of Indian art history 
both through his studies of Western Indian painting and through his curatorship of the Indian Art 
section of the Philadelphia Museum of Art.  Participants who attended this international 
conference included: 

 
 Moti Chandra, Prince of Wales Museum, Bombay 
 C. Sivaramamurti, National Museum of India 
 A. K. Ghosh, Archaeological Survey of India 
 Nihar Ranjan Ray, University of Calcutta 
 V. S. Agrawala, Banares Hindu University 
 J. N. Banerjea, University of Calcutta (retired) 
 J. E. van Lohuizen-de Leeuw, Amsterdam 
 Herbert Haertel, Museum of Indian Art, West Berlin 
 Walter Spink, University of Michigan 
 J. Leroy Davidson, University of California at Los Angeles 
 Stella Kramrisch, University of Pennsylvania 
 W. Norman Brown, University of Pennsylvania 
 J. A. B. van Buitenen, University of Chicago 
 Grace Morley, Director, National Museum of India, New Delhi 
 Pramod Chandra, University of Chicago and Prince of Wales Museum, Bombay 

 
A major question before the conference was the location of the proposed institute.  After 

some discussion it was felt that for a number of reasons Banaras / Varanasi would be the most 
suitable.  It was generally felt that the institute should be anywhere but New Delhi.  Bombay and 
Ahmedabad were considered, but Varanasi prevailed, and the American Academy of Benares 
[note the preferred rendition of the city name at that time] came into being in late 1965 

 
…on the model of the one in Rome.5 

 
In October 1964 Pramod Chandra wrote to A. K. Ghosh, Secretary of the Government of 

India’s Ministry of Education.  In his letter he described the project and requested the 
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…encouragement of the Government of India in our undertaking 

 
and saying that, while he appreciated the Government’s current financial stringency, 

 
…even a small rupee grant as a token of its support and which 
would help in the inauguration of the Academy would be 
gratefully received.6 

 
Whether or not the GOI came through with a grant is unclear. 

 
However, it is clear that on 9 November 1965 the AIIS entered into an Agreement with 

the Smithsonian Institution for the establishment of the American Academy of Benares.7  On 7 
January 1966 W. Norman Brown, AIIS President, and Pramod Chandra, Director of the AAB, 
signed a Memorandum of Agreement making the Academy, 

 
…an autonomous division of the Institute, subject, however, to the 
financial supervision of the Institute.8 

 
To begin with, the Smithsonian Institution allocated $76,850 in so-called P. L. 480 

rupees to the AIIS for transmittal to the AAB.  Furthermore, the AAB received $29,750 from the 
John D. Rockefeller III Fund.  The Academy accepted the JDR III Fund grant but did not seek or 
receive Government of India permission, which it should have done since the AAB was deemed 
by GOI to constitute an entirely new AIIS project and, as such, to require GOI approval.  
Apparently notification of the Academy’s existence and its financial affiliation with the AIIS 
slipped through the cracks.  Poona headquarters of the Institute, the Philadelphia headquarters, 
and Pramod Chandra’s Academy all believed the other had sent the required documents.  Thus 
many years of difficulties with the Government of India began over the matter of recognition and 
approval. 

While the Academy continued to get funded with money disbursed through the AIIS and 
continued to carry out significant work, it remained a legal non-entity according to the GOI.  The 
AIIS treated the Academy as an “autonomous affiliate,” but the GOI claimed that the AAB could 
not continue to work since it had never been authorized to maintain an independent existence in 
India.  By 1968-69 it looked as though the AAB would have to close down unless the AIIS took 
it over and completely controlled it rather than just performing a financial pass-through 
function.9  

Meanwhile the Academy’s parent body, ACHSAA, which had become legally 
incorporated in 1967 and had changed its name to the American Committee of South Asian Art 
(ACSAA), sought complete autonomy for the AAB, since it had become dissatisfied with AAB’s 
financial tie to the AIIS.  In an era of ever-increasing GOI restrictions and imposition of 
guidelines for foreign organizations, this proved impossible.  Furthermore, there were 
personality clashes between AAB people and those at Banaras Hindu University from which the 
AAB was renting space.  Finally the GOI cracked down and demanded that the AAB cease 
operations.  At that point ACSAA formally requested the AIIS to absorb the Academy, realizing 
that the Government of India recognized the Institute and should be able to extend that 
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recognition to an Institute’s component part.  In 1969 AIIS Trustees, favorably impressed by the 
Academy’s work, instructed its Executive Committee to appoint a committee to arrange, 

 
…the assumption of responsibility and operation of the former  
“American Academy of Banaras” [sic].10 

 
In the fall of 1969 the Executive Committee appointed such a body, and the American 

Academy of Benares was transformed into the AIIS’ Center for Art and Archaeology (CAA) 
with an American Committee on Art and Archaeology consisting of John Rosenfield, Chair and 
J. A. B. van Buitenen, Walter Spink and Pramod Chandra as members to oversee the Center still 
located in Banaras.  (In December of 1969 the new CAA was moved across the Ganges to 
Ramnagar.)  The AIIS forthwith asked the Government of India to approve the take-over, but no 
GOI action was taken either to approve or disapprove the development.  The stalemate lasted for 
eight years (through the difficult years of the Bangladesh War, the “tilt” towards Pakistan, and 
Indira Gandhi’s “Emergency”).  Academic work continued, negotiations continued, and the AIIS 
spent countless hours on this intractable issue.  Finally, after the end of the “Emergency” (which 
came on 29 March 1977) and with the development of a whole new climate in Indo-American 
relations, a breakthrough became possible.  Still referring to the American Academy of Benaras 
[sic], in February 1977 the Ministry of Education accepted an AIIS proposal that a Bi-National 
Committee be established to supervise the work of the so-called Academy.11  It took until 24 
April 1978 for the transfer of the AAB to the AIIS to become official.  The critical letter read as 
follows: 

 
I am directed to say that the Government of India have approved 
the proposal that the erstwhile American Academy of Banaras [sic] 
be renamed as Centre of Art and Archaeology, Banaras.  The 
Centre will function as an autonomous unit of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies, New Delhi.  The working of the centre 
will be supervised by a National Committee.12 

 
The Bi-National Committee was to include four AIIS representatives and four Government of 
India nominees. 

Despite the bureaucratic limbo of eight years, funding continued, and work went on on 
many projects.  Even while overall approval was neither given nor withheld, GOI approval of 
individual projects was routinely received. 

When the AIIS established its Committee on Art and Archaeology in 1969, members of 
the Committee were to be chosen annually be the Executive Committee sometime prior to the 
Spring Meeting of the Trustees.  The Committee was to consist of five members, and  

 
…may also include additional nominees to a number of two from 
the ACHSAA [now ACSAA].  A member of the Executive 
Committee should be included among the five members.13 

 
The chart below shows that certain individuals served on the CAA for many years: 

Meister for eleven years (some of them ex-officio); Possehl for ten years (six of them as Chair); 
Susan Huntington for nine years (four as Chair); Catherine Asher for eight / nine years (four / 
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five as Chair); and Joanna Williams for seven or possibly eight years.  The fact that only twenty-
two different individuals served over a twenty-seven-year period probably reflects the small pool 
of candidates in the specialized fields of South Asian art history and archaeology, as well as the 
need for continuity in the several large ongoing projects that were the subject of this Committee. 

The CAA attempted to achieve balance among its constituencies.  The chart shows that 
from 1972 to 1985 archaeology was well represented with Dales, Possehl, V. Begley, and K. 
Kennedy.  After 1985 no archaeologist appears on the roster.  Other interests were represented so 
as to go beyond the circle of archaeologists and to include those involved in the massive 
Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture (EITA) project.  In 1986 specialists on Islamic and 
British period architecture were added to the Committee with the aim of guiding the Varanasi 
Center towards broadening its holdings.14  In this regard one member of the Bi-National 
Committee, Manmohan Singh (Joint Secretary in the Department of Culture and later Prime 
Minister) was reported to have suggested that individual volumes be prepared on the “ethnic 
architecture of different groups in India,” and he planned to present a note on Sikh architecture.  
Furthermore he complained that the EITA did not cover the architecture of Punjab.15  In 1989 the 
historian Thomas Metcalf was due to retire after four years on the CAA and was supposed to be 
replaced by another historian.16  It appears, however, this did not occur. 

Shortly after 1990 when Catherine Asher became CAA Chair, the size of the committee 
was reduced to three persons.  In 1992 she suggested that the size should be larger so that the 
CAA could deal more effectively with the many issues before it and the fund-raising tasks 
involved.  In 1993 the committee was increased to four with the addition of art historian Daniel 
Ehnbom.  For several years John Mosteller was listed as ex-officio member because of his 
assignment on digitizing the photographic archive in the Varanasi Center.  Similarly Michael 
Meister was listed as ex-officio member because of his overall editorship of the Encyclopedia 
project. 

Over the years, of the twenty-two persons who served on the AAB / CAA committees in 
the United States, seventeen were from Class A Members of the AIIS, two were from Class B 
Members, and three were from non-Member institutions.  Presumably, many of these individuals 
were simultaneously members of the American Committee for South Asian Art, thus carrying 
out the original suggestion of the Trustees. 
 Supplementing or perhaps complementing the work of the United States-based 
Committee on Art and Archaeology was the Bi-National Committee for the Center of Art and 
Archaeology, Varanasi, which was proposed in February 1977.  The Bi-National Committee held 
its first meeting on 12 September 1977 at the time the Center itself was reorganized.  From 1977 
to 1982 the eight person Bi-National Committee (BNC) consisted of four Government of India 
nominees (from the Ministry of Education, the Archaeological Survey of India, the University 
Grants Commission, and the Bharat Kala Bhawan of Banares Hindu University) and four AIIS 
representatives (President, Chair of the Committee on Art and Archaeology, Associate Director 
of the Varanasi Center, and AIIS Director in New Delhi).  After 1982 assignment of the Bi-
National Committee was expanded to include supervision of the AIIS’ Archives and Research 
Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE), which was established in August 1982.  Membership of 
the BNC was increased to twelve with the addition of the ARCE Associate Director, the Chair of 
the U.S.-based Committee on the ARCE, as well as a representative from a specialized Indian 
institution on the musical arts, and a nominee of the Government of India’s Department of 
Culture. 
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The Bi-National Committee eventually met once a year to supervise activities of the two 
AIIS research centers.  

 
Chart 1: AIIS Committee on Art and Archaeology Members: 1969-94 
   * Ex-officio Member 
 

Year  Chair   Members 
1969  J. Rosenfield  J. A. B. van Buitenen, P. Chandra, W. Spink, ??? 
1970  ??      ?? 
1971  ??      ?? 
1972  G. Dales  V. Begley, P. Chandra, W. Spink, J. Williams 
1973  G. Dales  V. Begley, P. Chandra, W. Spink, J. Williams 
1974  ??      ?? 
1975  G. Dales  V. Begley, P. Chandra, W. Spink, J. Williams 
1976  F. Asher  S. Huntington, G. Possehl, J. Williams 
1977  F. Asher  S. Huntington, G. Possehl, J. Williams 
1978  F. Asher  S. Huntington, G. Possehl, J. Williams 
1979  F. Asher  S. Huntington, G. Possehl, J. Williams 
1980  G. Possehl  J. Rosenfield, V. Begley, M. Meister 
1981  G. Possehl  J. Rosenfield, V. Begley, M. Meister 
1982  G. Possehl  J. Rosenfield, V. Begley, M. Beach 
1983  G. Possehl  K. Kennedy, M. Beach, V. Begley, M. Meister, D. Stadtner 
1984  G. Possehl  K. Kennedy, M. Beach, V. Begley, M. Meister, D. Stadtner 
1985  G. Possehl  K. Kennedy, M. Beach, V. Begley, M. Meister, D. Stadtner 
1986  S. Huntington  M. Beach, T. Metcalf, C. Asher, M. Meister 
1987  S. Huntington  M. Beach, T. Metcalf, C. Asher, M. Meister 
1988  S. Huntington  W. Spink, T. Metcalf, C. Asher, M. Meister 
1989  S. Huntington  W. Spink, T. Metcalf, C. Asher, M. Meister 
1990  C. Asher  W. Spink, S. Huntington, J. Mosteller*, M. Meister* 
1991  C. Asher  W. Spink, F. McGill, J. Mosteller*, M. Meister* 
1992  C. Asher  F. McGill, J. Leoshko, M. Meister* 
1993  C. Asher  D. Ehnbom, F. McGill, J. Leoshko 
1994  C. Asher  D. Ehnbom, F. McGill, J. Leoshko, G. Tartakov 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chart 2: Individuals Who Served on the American Academy of Benares (AAB) 
or the 

AIIS Committee on Art and Archaeology: 1965-94 
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 Catherine Asher  University of Minnesota 
 Frederick Asher  University of Minnesota 
 Milo Beach   Williams College / Smithsonian – Sackler   
 Vimla Begley   University of Iowa / Pennsylvania Museum 
 Pramod Chandra  University of Chicago / Harvard University 
 George Dales   University of California-Berkeley 
 Daniel Ehnbom  University of Virginia 
 Susan Huntington  Ohio State University 
 Kenneth Kennedy  Cornell University 
 Janice Leoshko  University of Texas 
 Forrest McGill   Mary Washington College / Smithsonian - Sackler 
 Michael Meister  University of Pennsylvania 
 Thomas Metcalf  University of California-Berkeley 
 John Mosteller   University of Pennsylvania 
 Gregory Possehl  University of Pennsylvania 
 John Rosenfield  Harvard University 
 Walter Spink   University of Michigan 
 Donald Stadtner  University of Texas 
 Gary Tartakov   Iowa State University 
 J. A. B. van Buitenen  University of Chicago 
 Joanna Williams  University of California-Berkeley 

 
ENDNOTES, IV. C. 3. 

1. AIIS Annual Reports present details of the history of the American Academy of Benares 
and its transformation into the Center for Art and Archaeology.  See especially W. 
Norman Brown’s “President’s Report” in Annual Report, 1968-69, [No. 8], p. 10;  and 
W. Norman Brown’s “The American Institute of Indian Studies, 1961-71: A Brief 
Survey,” in Annual Report, 1970-71, [No. 10], p. 15. 

2. In detailed proposal document prepared for submission to Government of India, 1964,   
presumably written by ACHSAA President, Pramod Chandra.  Seen in files of Varanasi 
CAA, February 1992, Membership List, p. 22. 

3. This resolution was referred to in the document cited in above Endnote 2, p. 2. 
4. Letter of Pramod Chandra to A. K. Ghosh, Secretary in the Government of India’s 

Ministry of Education, 6 October 1964, p. 2 in which he informed the GOI of his plans 
and requested support. 

5. Noted by Ainslie Embree in his “President’s Report” in AIIS Annual Report, 1971-72, 
[No. 11], p. 12. 

6. Letter of Pramod Chandra cited in above Endnote 4, p. 3. 
7. Grant Agreement between the Government of the United States and the American 

Institute of Indian Studies (Grant No. SFCP-4), 9 November 1965. [SFCP = Special 
Foreign Currency Program]. 

8. Reported by Thomas W. Simons, AIIS Resident Director in Poona, in Annual Report, 
1965-66, [No. 5], p. 17. 

9. Annual Report, 1968-69, [No. 8], p. 17. 
10. “The President’s Report” in Annual Report, 1968-69, [No. 8], p. 10. 
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11. Letter of Anil Bordia, Joint Secretary of Ministry of Education, to Edward C. Dimock, 
Jr., AIIS President, 24 February 1977. 

12. Letter of V. E. Moray, Assistant Educational Adviser, Ministry of Education and Social 
Welfare, to the Director, AIIS, New Delhi, 24 April 1978. 

13. Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 9 May 1970, p. 9. 
14. Susan Huntington, CAA Chair, in her report in minutes of the Executive Committee 

Meeting, 12-13 September 1986, p. 19. 
15. Seen in minutes of the 12th Meeting of the Bi-National Committee held 28 December 

1989.  [Pagination not recorded in my notes, M.L.P.P.]. 
16. Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, 15 March 1989, p. 7. 
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CHAPTER IV. AIIS STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
IV. C. AIIS ACADEMIC / PROGRAM STANDING COMMITTEE 
 4. Committee on Ethnomusicology 

Just as an increase in American interest in Indian art history began in the late 1950s and 
60s, and led to the need for an institutional base for American art historians in India, so too did 
an increase in American interest in Indian music in the 1950s and 1960s, led to pressure on 
Fulbright and AIIS to provide greater accessibility for American scholars to the Indian musical 
scene.  Ravi Shankar and other performers made triumphal tours of the U.S., and technological 
innovations in the forms of increasingly good records, tapes, cassettes, and compact discs 
brought more and more types of South Asian music to the attention of American scholars as well 
as to the general public. 

In the 1960s centers for the serious study of Indian music arose in half-a-dozen 
universities, and students began to do field research with the aid of AIIS fellowships.  Scholars 
began to see where music overlapped with anthropology, literature, art, and religion, not to 
mention the other performing arts.  The earliest scholars studied several styles of classical music, 
but they and other scholars soon became interested in different genres of Indian music such as 
folk, popular, and film music.  By its nature, Indian music is ephemeral, since it is not committed 
to written scores as is western music.  So to study Indian music, scholars realized they would 
have to “collect” it through on-site recording. 

In 1977-78 ethnomusicologists at American institutions who specialized in Indian music 
and who had individually received AIIS research grants began to get together and explore the 
possibility of establishing a facility in India to assist in the collection and copying of their 
research data.  Ten years of successful operation of the AIIS’ Varanasi Center for Art and 
Archaeology suggested a model. 

In the early stages of thinking about such a facility, three persons played key roles.1   
These were: Nazir Jairazbhoy (University of California at Los Angeles); Bonnie Wade (Cal- 
Berkeley); and Jon Higgins (Wesleyan University).  They were soon joined by Daniel Neuman 
(University of Washington).  Jairazbhoy took the lead and held informal discussion in New Delhi 
with other ethnomusicologists in December 1978 when he, Daniel Neuman, Brian Silver (then at 
Harvard), and Amy Catlin (UCLA) were all in India at the time of the International Congress of 
Anthropologists and Ethnologists in New Delhi.  Also in India at the same time was Francine 
Berkowitz of the Smithsonian Institution with whom the group shared their ideas and hopes for 
setting up an archival and research center in India.  She apprised the AIIS Director, P. R. 
Mehendiratta, of these discussions, and he provided information on the structure of the Institute.2 
After this meeting the group was encouraged to submit to the AIIS a proposal that could 
conceivably receive Smithsonian funding. 

In 1979, on behalf of the group, Jairazbhoy prepared the first draft proposal for an 
“International Archives of Indian Music and Centre for Ethnomusicology of the AIIS.”  By the 
time the proposal was actually submitted to the AIIS Executive Committee on 10-11 November 
1979, the title of the organization was reduced to “Archives and Research Centre for 
Ethnomusicology,” usually referred to as ARCE.  The proposal was favorably received, and the 
Executive Committee agreed to take it to the Trustees, 

 
…with the strong recommendation that the Institute establish the 
new Center as requested.3 
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When the Executive Committee next met on 19 March 1980, it appointed a Committee 

on Ethnomusicology with Nazir Jairazbhoy as Chair and Jon Higgins, Daniel Neuman, and 
Bonnie Wade as members.  This action was ratified the next day by the Board of Trustees.  The 
new Committee was instructed to 

 
…prepare a detailed proposal outlining means to create a program 
or programs of support of ethnomusicological studies of India.4 

 
On 9 April 1980 the Government of India’s Ministry of Education and Culture informed the 
AIIS of their approval in principle of the new “Unit for Indian Music and Ethnomusicology” as 
the GOI titled it. 

By October 1980 Jairazbhoy had re-drafted the original proposal, 
 
…based on the comments I have received and my discussions with 
Mehendiratta [in New Delhi].5 

 
Jairazbhoy also reported that he had talked with Ford Foundation officials regarding provision of 
dollar needs of the project and that a favorable outcome would depend on AIIS approval.  In 
addition his overtures to the Smithsonian Institution for rupee funding appeared to be favorably 
received, but they too had to await the AIIS’s final acceptance of the plan. 

The AIIS Board of Trustees on 11 March 1981 approved the proposal to set up the new 
Center.  This triggered support from the Ford Foundation in November 1981 in the form of a 
$120,000 grant for purchase of equipment.  There had been hope that the project could have 
begun by December 1981, however, 

 
Budget uncertainties experienced by the Smithsonian Institution, 
which now appear to be resolved, caused delays and the new 
starting date for the ARCE has been set for April 1, 1982.6 

 
In March 1982 Smithsonian approved a six-month budget of $55,000 (in rupees) for 

April – September 1982 to enable the start-up of the ARCE. 
The decision had been made to locate the main unit of the ARCE in the AIIS Regional 

Center office on the Deccan College campus in Pune with a secondary unit in New Delhi that 
would be the primary receiving unit for scholars to copy and deposit their research materials at 
the end of their work in India. 

As required by the Smithsonian Institution, the ARCE’s budget proposals to that agency 
had to go directly to the Smithsonian, constituting a separate budget process outside that of the 
AIIS.  Thus the AIIS Executive Committee’s mandated budget tightening in 1991 had no impact 
on either of the two Research Centers because of Smithsonian stipulation of separate budgets for 
them.7  As the Executive Committee was reminded in September 1994, the ARCE, like the 
Center for Art and Archaeology, had a rather different status from the rest of the Institute.  This 
was spelled out as follows: 

A Bi-National Committee oversees the activities of the Center as 
required by GOI policy.  That committee has served as a de facto 
advisory committee.  The Institute has its own committees, as 
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noted in the Minutes, and then the staffs of each Center are run 
through the direction of the Chair of the Institute’s committee 
through and in consultation with Dr. Mehendiratta.  Because the 
Centers are institutes within the Institute, the governing and 
decision-making can be decidedly convoluted, but have over the 
years worked very effectively.8 

 
By the end of 1984 Jairazbhoy stepped down as Chair, having served a four-year term.  

In January 1985 Neuman became Chair, and the Committee was reduced to three on account of 
Jon Higgins’ accidental death in 1984.  In the Spring of 1985, following suggestions from a 
Smithsonian advisory panel, the Committee was expanded to include two more members, one of 
whom the panel stipulated should have archival experience but no necessary connection with 
South Asian studies.  The other member was to have expertise in South Asian studies but no 
necessary professional connection to ethnomusicology.  A slate of four names was presented to 
the AIIS Executive Committee, and in March 1985 Neuman reported to the meeting of the Board 
of Trustees that Anthony Seeger (a specialist on Brazilian music and at that time Director of 
Archives of Traditional Music at Indiana University) and Susan Wadley (Professor of 
Anthropology at Syracuse University) had been elected to fill these slots.9 

In 1991 criticism of the Committee surfaced in the September Executive Committee 
Meeting when it was noted, 

 
…that Prof. Neuman had been chair of the committee for quite a 
long period 

 
and that the Committee, 

 
…seemed to meet only very irregularly. 

 
The Executive Committee thereupon 

 
…recommended to the President that: The Ethnomusicology 
Committee should be encouraged to alternate membership more 
regularly and frequently, being especially cognizant of the term of 
the chair, the current term of which is set to expire in March 
1993.10 

 
That was when Neuman would complete a second four-year term.  Concern was voiced 

…that the center’s primary thrust should be archival and not the 
execution of any one individual’s research project, a potential 
danger if the committee was not involving enough people in the 
decision-making or in its general composition.11 

 
Changes were brought about, but the pool from which to draw appropriate individuals in 

this field was not large; so the possibilities of rotation were not great. 
As it turned out, Bonnie Wade took over as Chair of the Committee in the Spring of 

1992, a year ahead of the expiration of Neuman’s second term.  She remained Chair until April 
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1995 when she announced her resignation because of an administrative commitment at Berkeley. 
The Committee recommended that Anthony Seeger become the next Chair.  While Seeger had 
been a Committee member for ten years, there was some questioning of his being Chair because 
he was not a South Asianist and thus might not be able to contribute adequately to overall AIIS 
matters in meetings of the Executive Committee and the Board of Trustees.  However, Seeger’s 
expertise in archival operations was deemed crucial to the ARCE at this time in its existence, and 
his expertise seemed to outweigh his non-South Asianist status; so he was appointed Chair in 
April 1995.12 

The membership of the AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology from 1980-96, plus 
members of the original group in 1978-80, were as follows: 
  
 1978:  Idea generated by: Jairazbhoy, Neuman, Silver, and Catlin  
 1979:  Proposal circulated by Jairazbhoy, input from Wade, Higgins, and Neuman  
 

Chart 1: AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology Members: 1980-96
 

Year 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

 
Chair 
Jairazbhoy 
Jairazbhoy 
Jairazbhoy 
Jairazbhoy 
Jairazbhoy 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Neuman 
Wade 
Wade 
Wade (resigned mid-1994) 
Seeger 
Seeger 

 
Members 
Higgins, Neuman, Wade 
Higgins, Neuman, Wade 
Higgins, Neuman, Wade 
Higgins, Neuman, Wade 
[Higgins], Neuman, Wade 
Jairazbhoy, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Jairazbhoy, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Jairazbhoy, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Jairazbhoy, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Jairazbhoy, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Silver, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Silver, Qureshi, Seeger, Wadley, Wade 
Qureshi, Seeger, Wadley 
Qureshi, Seeger, Wadley 
Qureshi, Silver, Seeger, Neuman, Claus 
Qureshi, Silver, Neuman, Claus 
Qureshi, Silver, Neuman, Claus 
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Chart 2: Individuals Who Served on the AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology: 1980-96 
 
 Name     AIIS Membership of Institution 
 Peter Claus    Class B 
 Jon Higgins    Non-Member 
 Nazir Jairazbhoy   Non-Member 
 Daniel Neuman   Class A 
 Regula Qureshi   Non-Member 
 Anthony Seeger   Non-Member 
 Brian Silver    Non-Member 
 Bonnie Wade    Class A 
 Susan Wadley    Class B 
  

ENDNOTES, IV. C. 4. 
1. I am indebted to Professor Bonnie Wade for making available to me in 1989 a number of 

letters and documents that have contributed to my reconstruction of the development of 
this Committee and the Center in India.  In addition, I have relied upon AIIS Annual / 
Biennial Reports, and minutes of the Executive Committee as well as of the Board of 
Trustees.  [M.L.P.P.] 

2. See “Introduction” by P. R. Mehendiratta in Samvadi: the Newsletter of the Archives & 
Research Centre for Ethnomusicology, Vol.1, [No. 1], September 1984, p. 1. 

3. Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, 10-11 November 1979. 
4. Report of the Committee on Ethnomusicology, AIIS, March 1981, p. 1. 
5. Letter of Nazir Jairazbhoy to other members of his committee, 14 October 1980. 
6. Report of the Committee on Ethnomusicology, AIIS, March 1982. 
7. Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 24 March 1985, p. 15. 
8. Bonnie Wade, Chair of the Committee on Ethnomusicology, at the Executive Committee 

Meeting, reported in its minutes, 24 September 1994, p. 8. 
9. Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 21 March 1985, p. 15. 
10. Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, 14-15 September 1991, p. 13. 
11. Ibid. 
12. Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, 5 April 1995, pp. 9-10. 
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CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
V. A. AIIS HEADQUARTERS IN INDIA: POONA AND NEW DELHI 

1. AIIS Headquarters in India 
The preceding section of this work has traced the background and founding of the AIIS 

and presented details of its corporate structure and functioning in the U.S.  We turn now to look 
at the Institute’s location, leadership, administration, and bureaucracy in India. 

As noted earlier, W. Norman Brown was involved since 1922 in efforts to establish an 
American research facility in India.  When, after years of planning and negotiations, the 
American School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) was incorporated in 1934, its President, 
W. Norman Brown, suggested that 

 
…the headquarters of the school should at first be in Benares, the 
center of Hindu culture.1 

 
While the ASIIS was able to support archaeological, ethnographic, and linguistic research in 
India between 1935 and 1940, the organization was not able to establish its proposed 
headquarters due to lack of funding.  Further ASIIS projects and plans were then interrupted by 
World War II (1939-45).  In 1949, four years after the war ended, the ASIIS was legally 
succeeded by the American Institute of South Asian Studies [my emphasis M.L.P.P.].  The 
committee that brought this about had proposed that when this organization was re-activated 
under its new name, its headquarters might be in Benares, Poona, or Delhi.2  Brown now favored 
Delhi because the new thrust of the Institute was to include both the social sciences and the 
humanities.  As he put it: 

 
Here will be located the national library [though this did not 
happen] and other national cultural institutions. 

 
And Brown presciently added: 

 
It might also prove advantageous to be near the Government of 
India and the American Embassy.3 

 
Twelve years later, in 1961, when the successor American Institute of Indian Studies was 

closer to realization, there was a debate, if not a tussle, among the principals at the negotiating 
sessions at the American Embassy over where the headquarters should be.  Henry Hart pushed 
for it to be in New Delhi, but by then W. Norman Brown felt that Poona would be best.  He 
based this largely on the positive experiences American scholars had had at the Rockefeller 
Foundation linguistics program held at the Deccan College in Poona from 1954 to 1959.  Poona 
was not exactly in the center of India and was not easily accessible except by train from 
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Bombay.  Telephonic communications were still unsatisfactory.  However, Poona had fewer 
distractions than elsewhere and had been ideal for a residential operation such as the linguistics 
program.  Furthermore, AIIS Fellows’ work would take them to many other parts of India, and 
they would not need the campus atmosphere of the Deccan College.  By early 1962, after 
incorporation of the Institute, Brown’s choice of Poona won out.  After satisfactory negotiations 
and enthusiastic cooperation of the Deccan College, AIIS headquarters were established in 
Deccan College in July 1962.  The one Institute function for which Poona was generally felt to 
be the right choice was the advanced language instruction program that the Institute hoped to 
implement quickly.  This language program would be able to utilize the extensive facilities 
developed at the Deccan College under the Rockefeller linguistics program. 

The Institute ended up using existing buildings at or adjacent to the Deccan College.  At 
this time there had been considerable discussion, if not discord, over the actual design of an 
appropriate headquarters building.  Two persons who shared their reminiscences with me 
[M.L.P.P.] told me that Henry Hart (Wisconsin) and Richard Park (Michigan) – both of whom 
had been in India during the initial negotiations – favored a large office-cum-residential plan for 
the Institute.  Morris D. Morris remembered that Hart, prior to going to India in late 1960 with 
an applied technical aid team from Wisconsin, devised 

 
…this elaborate proposal for setting up a big apartment complex, 
probably in Poona, 

 
from which to carry out Wisconsin’s multi-faceted aid-plus-research plans.  When, according to 
Morris, Brown heard of Hart’s plan, Brown managed to get to India and eventually merge 
elements of the Wisconsin plan with his own to produce the 1961 Proposal discussed above.4 

Burton Stein recalled Richard Park’s suggestion that Institute headquarters should be in 
New Delhi 

 
…in a kind of Fort Knox, with flags flying, dormitories, a  
sequestered situation. 

 
Stein commented: 

 
…that seemed to us [Stein and Karl Potter, both then at Minnesota] 
politically dreadful, and also in some sense offensive to scholarly 
relationships. 

 
Continuing, Stein said: 

 
I thought it was an imperialist thing to do.  Karl didn’t have the 
same political approach, but objected to it on the whole notion of 
ghettoization.  He would like to live where he wanted to, as a 
scholar, and be in contact with people he wanted to be in contact 
with.5 

 
Stein did not regard Brown’s “campus” plan to be quite so “offensive,” since it was to be 

part and parcel of the Deccan College.  Stein recalled Richard Park 
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presenting a kind of imperial enterprise 
 

that could lead to the 
 
kind of travesty of what became the Ford Foundation building [in 
New Delhi], heavy-duty separateness.6 

 
The grandiose plans of Hart and Park for headquarters buildings – “both were talking mega-
bricks” in Stein’s words – were soon put to rest in favor of the low-key, relatively low-budget 
collaboration with the Deccan College.  Later the low-visibility rented buildings in New Delhi 
residential areas characterized the AIIS Headquarters after the move from Poona. 

Poona remained the administrative center and the seat of the American Resident Director 
until 1970 and of the Indian Co-Director and financial operations until 1973.  As Headquarters, 
Poona had had major responsibility for liaison with the Government of India.  As these 
responsibilities increased in size and complexity, it became increasingly difficult to deal with the 
GOI from afar.  In 1970, therefore, many administrative functions, including the seat of the last 
American Resident Director, were transferred to New Delhi, while the Co-Director’s office and 
financial operations remained for three more years in Poona.  For some years there had been 
some competition, if not conflict, over functions and authority between the Poona and New 
Delhi offices of the Institute.  Some feeling for the uneasy relationship between the two locations 
can be gleaned from remarks of President Embree written to the Trustees after his visit to India 
in mid-1972: 

 
You will recall that we had decided to move our financial 

operations from Poona to Delhi.  This reflected both budgetary 
constraints and what seemed to be a more rational centralization.  
At the March [1972] meeting it was decided to postpone this 
move, and I believe we should continue to postpone the move.  
The saving in money would not be very great, and I was given a 
rather direct reminder in the Education Ministry that the 
Government of India had given us permission to have our 
headquarters in Poona, not Delhi…I believe, for a variety of 
complicated reasons, that we will be better served by a diffusion of 
power, rather than letting it be centralized in one office, even 
though centralization may appear to be more rational.7 

 
Nevertheless, by the end of the Embree presidency in 1973 and the start of Dimock’s first term, 
all AIIS Headquarters’ functions had been shifted to New Delhi, leaving the Poona office as a 
Regional Center.  Later, in 1982, Poona became the site of the main segment of the Archives and 
Center for Ethnomusicology until 1986, when that also was moved to New Delhi. 

 
 

ENDNOTES, V. A. 
1. In draft for a publicity brochure about the School [1934]. 
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2. Renditions and spellings of the names of these cities have changed; we have used 
whichever was used in the text being cited.  Benares was the usual British-period 
spelling, but Benaras and Banaras were also found.  Subsequently the Sanskritic version 
“Varanasi” became official and came increasingly into use.  The spelling of Poona was 
likewise from the British period, but its more accurate rendition from the Marathi was 
Pune, eventually the official name of the city.  Delhi was properly the name of the state 
as well as of the old city, a separate municipal entity.  New Delhi referred to the 
municipality immediately to the south of Old Delhi that was built to be the seat of British 
India’s capital.  Common usage conflated New Delhi and Delhi as, for instance, in 
discussions about AIIS headquarters. 

3. Report of Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies’ Meeting, 16 October 1948, p. 2. 
4. Interview with Morris D. Morris, Rehoboth, Massachusetts, 30 December 1991, tape 

transcription, p. 1. 
5. Interview with Burton Stein, London, England, 18 January 1992, tape transcription, pp. 

2-4. 
6. Ibid., p. 4. 
7. Memo of President Ainslie Embree to members of the Institute Board of Trustees, 14 

July 1972, p. 3. 
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V. B. AIIS AMERICAN RESIDENT DIRECTORS IN INDIA: 1963-72 

1. Historical Context 
When the American Institute of Indian Studies was on the drawing board in April 1961 at 

the organizing meeting in New York, it was envisaged that all Institute authority should lie with 
Trustees in the United States and that the Director, subject to the Trustees, should be in India.1   
Significantly, the first version of the Proposal presented to the American Embassy by W. 
Norman Brown and Henry Hart in January 1961 had said simply: 

 
…the resident director should be a leading scholar in Indian 
studies, and a man experienced in developing an academic 
program…2 

 
By later in 1961 it seemed necessary to specify that the Director should be an American, as was 
made clear in the re-worked Proposal submitted for final Department of State approval in late 
1961 and transmitted to the Government of India for its approval in early 1962.  In that 
document it was stated that while no decisions had yet been made, preliminary thinking on 
matters of personnel involved the following considerations: 

 
The resident Director should be a leading American scholar 

in Indian studies, and a man experienced in developing an 
academic program.  So great would be his importance to the 
character of the Institute, and so vital his continuity of leadership, 
that he should be appointed for not less than two, and desirably for 
three years.  He should devote part of his time to scholarship.  His 
duties would include travel to guide the operations of the Institute 
away from headquarters, and representation of the Institute among 
Indian scholars and universities.3 

 
The Proposal further stated that: 

 
To permit the Director to carry on these responsibilities…the 
Institute would require an administrative officer.4 
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In response to a call from President W. Norman Brown for nominations for the position 
of Resident Director, several Trustees offered names and comments on the position itself.  The 
two Trustees from the University of Hawaii wrote to Brown: 

 
…we feel that you are the logical person to head the enterprise in 
India, but we realize that you have other commitments which may 
make this impossible.  We therefore suggest the following 
alternates: …Professor Franklin Edgerton [retired from Yale], 
Professor Emeneau of the University of California, and Professor 
Daniel H. H. Ingalls of Harvard.5 

 
After nominating these three eminent Sanskritist-Indologists (although Emeneau was primarily a 
linguist) for the position of Resident Director, the Hawaii Institute Trustees proposed that a 
strong administrative officer be chosen to work with the big-name Director.  For that post they 
suggested Andrew Yarrow of the University of Miami or Murray Fowler from Wisconsin, 
another Sanskritist. 

Another Trustee, Richard Park of the University of Michigan, laid out his proposal for 
Institute leadership in India in a lengthy letter to Brown.  Even before the Institute was permitted 
to function, Park wrote: 

 
The Resident Directorship of the Institute remains a thorny 
problem.  I am persuaded that the Institute in India should not be 
presided over by a person primarily with administrative skills, 
particularly in the initial stages of development.  The academic 
community in India, as well as the knowledgeable governmental 
community, will expect the Resident Director to be a person who 
can speak for the best in American scholarship relating to South 
Asia.  There is no choice, I think, other than to select as the first 
Resident Director a person of considerable prestige in his selected 
field. 

 
Park proposed ways to vary the theme of leadership in India, for example: 

 
One could…appoint on an annual basis a scholar of high 
reputation as Resident Director, and at the same time appoint an 
administrative officer for a longer period…In other words, we 
could place the bulk of the burden of administration upon a senior 
and experienced administrator, and leave the Resident Director  
relatively free from these details and thus available for his own 
scholarly work, [and] high level public relations…The secret of 
such a scheme would be the selection of the administrative officer, 
or administrative dean.6 

 
Park pointed to the dangers inherent in such a division of power and responsibility.  Then he 
mentioned a scheme proposed by Milton Singer in which W. Norman Brown, as head of the 
Institute, would visit India occasionally, leaving the ongoing work to the administrative officer.  
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Park saw that this would put the administrative officer at a disadvantage with lines of 
responsibility murky, top-level Indians preferring to correspond with Brown or waiting for his 
visit, 

 
…thus probably putting a built-in bottleneck in the Institute’s 
work. 
 

Park went on, 
 

Whoever is to head the Institute must be resident in India… 
 
Park then provided names of appropriate persons for the job of Resident Director if that 

job were a one-year appointment.  He said there would be  
 
…a line of scholars in this country ten or fifteen long, 

 
Among them he named Daniel Ingalls, Henry Hart, Milton Singer, Holden Furber, and Richard 
Lambert.  If instead the Institute decided on a scholar to hold office for at least two years, Park 
felt there would be many fewer persons.  He did suggest Brown, Singer, Hart and Ingalls.  He 
did not mention himself, but he would have fitted that category. 

Park placed a lot of emphasis on attracting just the right administrative officer, 
 
…hopefully looking for a person who could be counted on for a 
two- to four-year period in India.7 

 
Clearly he conceived of the number-two spot also for an American. 

Park’s letter to Brown, carefully labeled “Private,” reached Brown just as the second 
meeting of the AIIS Executive Committee took place on 9 December 1961.  At that meeting of 
W. Norman Brown, Milton Singer, Henry Hart, Hayden Morgan, Malcolm Willey, and Park 
himself, the selection of Resident Director was discussed without conclusion.  However, several 
members expressed the opinion that 

 
…if all desirable qualifications – including scholarly competence 
in Indian Studies – could not be had, the resident directorship 
could be filled initially by a person possessing administrative 
capacity, knowledge of programs and relationships in India, and 
respect for scholarship.8 

 
By the end of February 1962, when the third Executive Committee meeting was held, 

Brown announced that oral notification of the Government of India’s approval had been 
received.  This brought about accelerated activity on all Institute matters, and the meeting lasted 
two days.  High on the agenda were budgetary and personnel questions.  The search for a high-
level Resident Director apparently had not been successful, for the leadership position was 
downgraded to “Executive Officer.”  For this post the Institute found that a Ford Foundation 
official in India was interested, and 
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The President was authorized to appoint Everett Woodman 
Executive Officer of the Institute in India for a two-year term… 

 
In addition the Executive Committee passed a resolution that 

 
The qualifications of D. D. Karve as Administrative Officer seem 
suitable, and that his name be submitted to the Executive Officer 
for opinion.9 

 
Everett Woodman was shortly in touch with President Brown but apparently expressed 

some reservations abut the title “Executive Officer.”  In a letter he wrote, 
 
I see no difficulties, but still suggest that the simple designation of 
Director would be the most appropriate. 

 
While Woodman had lived in India for some years, he was by no means the 

 
…leading American scholar in Indian Studies10 

 
that the Institute was after – he was simply an experienced senior foundation official.  In his 
letter he repeated to Brown his interest in the job and recounted conversations he had just had in 
New Delhi with the Secretary of the Ministry of Education, Prem Kirpal, a personal friend of 
some eight years, about the Government of India’s perception of the Institute.  Woodman 
reported that Kirpal believed strongly it would be best if the Institute headquarters were in New 
Delhi; nevertheless he conceded that Poona would be a good place to start.  The upshot of this 
overture to Woodman was that when a firm offer was made to him after the contract was signed 
in June with the Department of State, 

 
…for various reasons he was not going to accept the position.11 

 
As was noted above, in February 1962 the Executive Committee had recommended D. D. 

Karve as a candidate for the job of Administrative Officer pending approval of the hoped-for 
Resident Director.  When, in Brown’s words, 

 
…the prospective Resident Director was found to be unavailable, 
the Executive Committee promptly (July 20, 1962) offered the 
position of Executive Officer [by then upgraded from 
Administrative Officer, and no longer reserved for an American] in 
Poona to Dr. Karve who accepted it.  He was appointed from 
August 1, 1962 and after that he conducted all the Institute’s 
business in India.12 

 
Meanwhile, the position of Resident Director remained unfilled.  However, as Brown reported, 

 
At the start he [Karve] was materially assisted by Richard L. Park, 
but for whose fortuitous presence in New Delhi and willingness to 
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spend a good deal of time and hard work on the Institute’s affairs 
the Executive Committee would probably have had to send one of 
the Institute’s officers to India.13 

 
 To make it official, the AIIS appointed Richard Park its Honorary Consultant in the 
summer of 1962 when he took a two-year leave of absence from the University of Michigan to 
be resident representative of the Asia Foundation in New Delhi.  In 1963 he was re-appointed 
Honorary Consultant for another year.14  There was, therefore, in this way an American presence 
in AIIS administration in India almost from the moment it opened its doors in mid-1962.  
Fortunately, it was provided by a person who had been present at the Institute’s creation and who 
had, barely a year before, drafted its constitution.  Ironically, that presence was supplied, albeit 
in a tenuous way, by the very person who, a few months earlier, had written such an exalted 
prescription for the top position and who himself could have been a candidate for it. 
  
 2. McCrea Hazlett, First American Resident Director: 1963-64 

When the first attempt to find an American Resident Director proved unsuccessful in 
1962, the Institute’s Executive Committee looked within itself and in 1963 came up with 
McCrea Hazlett’s name.  On 17 April 1963 President Brown polled the other four members of 
the Committee on the question of appointing Hazlett to the position, and, to no one’s surprise, all 
responded favorably to the selection of their colleague.  As soon as the new Department of State 
contract was signed, the appointment was finalized.15  Hazlett went to Poona in September 1963. 

Hazlett was not a “leading American scholar of Indian Studies” as the Proposal had 
suggested the Institute should have as its leader in India, but he was “a man experienced in 
developing an academic program.”  After taking degrees in English at the University of Chicago 
(M.A. in 1938, Ph.D. in 1951) and teaching for a few years, Hazlett went into academic 
administration.  He was Director of Admissions and Dean of Students at Chicago before moving 
to the University of Rochester in 1957.  After being Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences 
(1958-61), he was appointed Provost and Acting President and continued as Provost and Vice-
President, his positions when he was tapped for the Resident Directorship. 

McCrea (“Mac”) Hazlett’s introduction to things Indian began when he found himself 
bunked alongside McKim Marriott while both were in Washington, D.C. in 1946 awaiting 
discharge from the U.S. Army’s Signal Corps after the end of World War II.  Marriott had just 
returned from two years’ military service in India.  Their paths soon crossed again at the 
University of Chicago, where Hazlett had landed a junior faculty position in the English 
department and was preparing to take his Ph.D., and where Marriott was studying anthropology. 
 Hazlett and Marriott were assigned adjacent apartments in a University housing unit.  As Hazlett 
put it, 

 
I sort of watched [Marriott] put together a Ph.D. program in 
anthropology and Indian studies,16 

and in the process heard some more about South Asia.  Marriott went on to become one of the 
South Asianist professors of Anthropology at the University of Chicago, and Hazlett went into 
educational administration.  Aside from his personal relationship with Marriott, Hazlett reported 
that he knew little of Chicago’s embryonic South Asia program or of those involved. 

In 1958, after Hazlett had become Dean of students at the University of Rochester, 
Rochester decided to set up an Anthropology department.  In association with its new Non-
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Western studies Carnegie-financed curriculum, Rochester serendipitously hired South Asianist 
anthropologist Bernard S. Cohn from the University of Chicago, where he had been involved 
with the development of South Asian studies, to be chair of that new department. 

South Asia was now on the map at the University of Rochester.  In early 1961 Hazlett, by 
then Provost of the University, was offered some travel funds provided in the Carnegie 
Corporation grant to go to some Non-Western destination.  So he decided to take his wife and 
embark on a short sightseeing trip to India in the fall.  Again serendipitously, in April 1961 
Bernard Cohn walked into Hazlett’s office and announced that a group was trying to form an 
organization to promote Indian studies and send scholars to India to do research.  Cohn said it 
would be good if Rochester considered joining the organization and reported that the incipient 
American Institute wished to have two representatives from potential members, one from the 
faculty and one from the administration.  Hazlett agreed to participate in the meeting that was to 
take place the very next week.  They both went to New York and signed Rochester up as a 
charter member of the AIIS with Hazlett and Cohn as its two Trustees. 

After attending the first Trustees’ Meeting in October 1961 of the newly incorporated 
Institute, and after having been named to its Executive Committee, Hazlett went off on his 
scheduled month-long first visit to India.  By now it seemed to be much more than simply a 
sightseeing trip.  Hazlett was to become a leading participant in AIIS administrative affairs from 
1961 to 1971. 

When Hazlett arrived to take up the Resident Directorship in Poona in September 1963, 
he had had only one month’s superficial experience in India, but he was eager to learn.  He had 
planned to stay at least a year, but even by February 1964 he informed President Brown that his 
and his wife’s families required his presence in the U.S.; so he tendered his resignation effective 
on 8 June 1964 less than nine months after arriving in Poona. 

 
Among Hazlett’s duties in Poona were the following: 
 
a. Devising a system of collecting information about Indian scholars and institutions 

with which the Institute may cooperate in furthering its purposes; 
b. Determining the nature of and developing the library resources of the Institute in 

Poona; 
c. Maintaining relations with the Government of India and with Indian educational 

and research institutions; 
d. Consulting with the Indian Advisory Committee to evolve a program of 

maximum usefulness for the Institute, possibly including sponsorship of research 
projects and publications; 

e. Maintaining personal communication with the Fellows to assist them in pursuing 
their research projects efficiently and helping them solve their living problems.17 
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McCrea Hazlett, First American Resident Director, 1963-64 
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This was quite a tall order, especially for someone not accustomed to the ways of India.  
But fortunately during its first year of operation the AIIS had been under the efficient control of 
D. D. Karve, appointed as Executive Officer in August 1962, with the informal supervision of 
Richard Park from New Delhi.  Thus the Institute got off to an impressive start.  When Hazlett 
arrived in Poona, he was also ably assisted by Richard Lambert, Norman Brown’s colleague 
from the University of Pennsylvania who was there as a Faculty Research Fellow and who 
became the first Senior Fellow in Poona, carrying with that position certain administrative 
responsibilities.  The man who functioned as Hazlett’s secretary in 1963-64 was Madhav D. 
Bhandare who went on to become (in 1973) the Regional Officer at the Poona Center and who 
later became Regional Director. 

In his 1964 “Report of the Director” Hazlett described many of the activities he carried 
out.18  There were many housekeeping chores concerned with establishing the Institute’s 
physical plant: rehabilitating some of the Deccan College buildings assigned to the Institute; 
redecorating and furnishing the Director’s bungalow; and planning the landscaping in front of 
the Institute’s offices.  Hazlett worked to recruit and set up D. P. Pattanayak as the newly 
appointed Chief Linguist and arranged for Pattanayak’s tour abroad to look at other language 
training programs that might be used as a model for the projected AIIS program.  The planned 
publication program took off with a descriptive brochure of the Institute and then with 
preparation of the first volume in a monograph series, the Mahimnastava, edited by W. Norman 
Brown.  As Hazlett put it, 

 
…it was thought appropriate by the Director that the first place 
should be given to Dr. Brown.19 

 
Hazlett had been charged to look into the Institute’s development of library resources.  

So he requested one of the Institute’s current Fellows, Louis Jacob (University of California’s 
South Asia Librarian) to explore the matter with Lambert and the Director, prepare a report on 
the situation in Poona, and recommend means for building a major research library.   

The high point of the year came when Hazlett organized the formal dedication of the 
Institute.  Even though it had been operating for a year and a half, the inaugural ceremonies, by 
then more symbolic than actual, had to await a time when all the appropriate dignitaries could be 
present.  Everything fell into place in February 1964.  In addition to welcoming speeches by 
government, diplomatic, political, and educational leaders, there were group discussions by 
Institute Fellows brought to Poona from all over India to describe their experiences and 
problems.  The blue-ribbon Indian Advisory Committee to the Institute also held its first 
meeting. 

On his arrival in India Hazlett related that he was struck by the excellent quality of the 
staff that D. D. Karve had assembled.  Hazlett’s final paragraph of his Director’s Report was 
instructive: 

 
The Director for 1963-64 went to India very curious as to 

what exactly he would do…The first comment is that a properly 
qualified American resident director is needed by the Institute in 
India.  He can be extremely useful in working with the problems of 
the Fellows and can bring to them understanding of the American 
academic background not otherwise available.  The second 
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observation is that because of the excellent work of Dr. Karve and 
the staff in Poona and of the staffs at the Centers, the work of the 
Director is not now, and is not likely to be in the foreseeable 
future, vastly time-consuming…The conclusion I reach from this, 
therefore, is that the Directorship should be attractive to senior 
scholars who are willing to sacrifice some of their research time 
over a period of one or two years for a new kind of 
experience…The third observation is that, while a permanent 
director would provide continuity, he would have some significant 
handicaps.  For, over a period of two or three years, a Director 
would lose some of his value to the Institute’s fellows and to the 
Institute by losing touch with the United States…My conclusion, 
therefore, is that we should make it a policy to seek very well 
qualified people willing to accept a combination of the 
Directorship and a Fellowship for one or two year periods, trusting 
to the excellent services of Dr. Karve and other Indian nationals 
for the continuity of the Institute.20 

 
Hazlett’s stated conviction that an American resident director was needed was almost 

contradicted by the praise that he lavished on Karve and his staff of “Indian nationals” for their 
excellent services.  For another eight years the Institute tried to convince itself that it had to have 
American leadership in India.  As it turned out, it did not need it, nor could it have it. 

 
3. Richard D. Lambert, Second American Resident Director: 1964-65 
Fortunately McCrea Hazlett announced his intended resignation from Resident 

Directorship at the time of the Institute dedication ceremonies on 7-8 February 1964.  Several 
senior AIIS personnel who were present in Poona for this event were able to discuss succession 
to the post.  As W. Norman Brown wrote in a memo to the Executive Committee, 

 
This group consisted of Milton Singer, Henry Hart, David 
Mandelbaum, Dinu Karve, Ed Dimock, Dick Lambert, Dick Park 
and myself. 

 
As Brown recounted it, 

 
It happens that Dick Lambert, now Senior Fellow in Poona, would 
be available next year [and]…would be glad to continue work on 
the project he is now pursuing in Poona.21 

 
The group, minus Lambert himself, agreed that that would be a good solution to the problem and 
asked that Brown bring the matter to the Executive Committee.  Accordingly, at the 4 April 1964 
meeting of the Executive Committee, a resolution was passed to appoint Lambert to the Resident 
Directorship at the time that Hazlett planned to leave. 
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Illustration 15 
Richard D. Lambert, Second American Resident Director, 1964-65. 
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Since Lambert could take the position only for one year because of university 
commitments, the Executive Committee immediately began to discuss the post-Lambert position. 
Several people at that time, including W. Norman Brown himself, talked about the need to have 
the Director based in New Delhi.  Milton Singer reiterated what he had proposed years before, 
that the Institute’s main representative (if not its headquarters) should be in Delhi.  There was 
considerable feeling that the Director should be primarily an administrator rather than the 
“leading American scholar of India studies” proposed at the outset. 

In any case Richard D. Lambert was appointed to be the second American Resident 
Director, and the headquarters remained in Poona.  Lambert knew India well, having been 
stationed there with the Counter Intelligence Department of the U.S. Army during World War II, 
following which he returned to do his dissertation research on contemporary Hindu-Muslim 
conflict.  At the time of his appointment, Lambert was Professor of Sociology in the University 
of Pennsylvania’s Department of South Asia Regional Studies, where he had been a close junior 
colleague of Brown’s for over a dozen years.  In the late 50s he was a major player in the efforts 
to organize South Asian studies in the U.S. through the new Committee on South Asia of the 
Association for Asian Studies.  Lambert was as close to the ideal set forth for the Resident 
Directorship as could be found.  The main problem was that he could stay for only one year, and 
that he did.  His lengthy “Director’s Report” was dated June 8, 1964 to June 13, 1965. 

Lambert’s tenure as Director saw many problems of Institute Fellows with the 
Government of India.  For example, the Reserve Bank questioned the manner in which the 
Institute was permitted to pay for travel to India of Fellows and their dependents.  This issue 
consumed many months of work and involved, among other things, a personal appeal by 
President Brown to the Finance Minister himself before it was resolved in the Institute’s favor.  
Another headache involved the Government of India’s insistence that Fellows pay Indian income 
tax on their stipends.  This vexing issue had existed from the very beginning of Institute 
operations, but exemption was finally obtained in 1964.  A lot of Lambert’s time was taken up 
with the establishment of the language teaching program and with facilitating Chief Linguist D. 
P. Pattanayak’s work of developing teaching materials and supervising teaching activities in the 
Delhi and Calcutta Regional Centers as well as at Poona Headquarters. 

The most troublesome issue that Lambert mentioned in his report as 
 
…requiring administrative attention and patience has been the 
availability of Institute vehicles for Fellows’ use. 

 
Headquarters’ rules had been set up to permit Fellows 

 
…to utilize for their research purposes one or other of the 
Institute’s two vehicles when these are not being used for office or 
hostel purposes. 

 
This, Lambert reported, 

 
…led to almost constant quarrels among Fellows and between the 
Fellows and the Institute.22 
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Conflict over use of the car or the jeep continued to be reported in Poona as well as in the Delhi 
and Calcutta Regional Centers until the overall reorganization of 1973. 

At the end of the academic year of 1964-65 Lambert went home, having served two years 
at the Poona Headquarters, first as Senior Fellow when he was called upon to assist Hazlett get 
used to Indian ways of operating, and then as Resident Director in his own right.  His job, as 
Hazlett’s before him, was greatly facilitated by the steady and capable work of D. D. Karve who 
had been at the Institute’s helm from the outset. 
  
 4. Thomas W. Simons, Third American Resident Director: 1965-69 

In early 1965 the AIIS Executive Committee cast about for a person to succeed Richard 
Lambert as Resident Director in Poona.  It is unclear how the name of Thomas W. Simons came 
up, but a letter to W. Norman Brown in 1962, together with his reply, showed that Brown was 
aware of Simons’ availability for an academic position in the U.S. after his planned retirement 
from the American Foreign Service.  The letter to Brown was from a Dean at the University of 
Missouri, and it stated: 

 
We have a letter from Thomas W. Simons, now Consul 

General at Madras, India, in which he indicates he will retire from 
the Foreign Service and be available for an academic position in 
the spring of 1963. 

The University of Missouri is carrying on an extensive 
program in India under an AID contract and is interested in 
developing some campus program in Indian languages, history, 
etc… 

Since Mr. Simons mentions your name, I wonder if we 
could impose on you for some estimate of his training and 
competence to handle an academic position in his field?23 

 
Brown’s reply on 30 October 1962 stated in part: 

 
…I have known him for a good many years, especially  

since he took over the direction of the South Asian branch of the 
Office of Intelligence Research in the Department of State, which 
was a successor to a section in the O.S.S. which I had headed 
during the war until I went to the O.S.S. Planning Staff.  In my 
opinion he is admirably qualified to hold an academic position.  
This statement which he sent you…does not do justice to the work 
which he has done because much of that was confidential and 
could not be published.  I refer to the many reports which he wrote 
from India [while in the Consulate General in Calcutta, 1945-47], 
and the work which he directed and himself produced while in the 
Office of Intelligence Research [in 1947]…24 
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Thomas W. Simons, Third American Resident Director, 1965-69. 
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While late 1962 was the period during which the Institute was seeking its first Resident 
Director, Simons did not appear to have been considered at that time. Perhaps because he was 
obviously not the sought-after “leading American scholar of Indian Studies” the Institute had 
specified.  Simons did not go to the University of Missouri in 1963, but rather he joined 
Michigan State University as a Visiting Lecturer and Assistant Director of its Asian Studies 
Center.  It is not unreasonable to surmise that Brown kept track of his old friend’s whereabouts 
and that, when no “leading American scholar” could be found in early 1965 to succeed Lambert, 
Brown contacted Simons about taking the Poona position.  When asked how Simons came to be 
chosen, Morris D. Morris explained, 

 
He was one of Norman’s boys!  And also they were limited in 
what was available.25 

 
Simons did have some of the right qualities: he was an “old India hand” and a proven 
administrator with a modicum of appropriate academic competence.  Further, he was not likely 
to be tied down to one or two years by a professional commitment in the U.S. 

By May 1965 Simons had been appointed Resident Director.  Brown, in a letter to him on 
7 May 1965, explained some of the finer points of the appointment. 

 
We are going to call you a Fellow of the Institute as well as 

Resident Director.  The reason for this is that as a Fellow you are 
not subject to Indian income tax on your stipend.  You will, 
however, have to give us a subject of research on which you will 
be working (we always expect our Director to be at work on some 
research project), so that we can submit it to the Ministry of 
Education for approval.26  

 
With no references to any formal contract, Brown then informed Simons of the financial part of 
the appointment: 

 
The amount fixed for your stipend in our agreement with 

the Department of State is $18,000 in rupees.  In addition the 
Institute will add $4,500 in dollars payable to you in the 
USA…Your job also carries with it the Director’s house in Poona 
and a car with a chauffeur…Some additional rupees are also 
available from the Institute for your research and internal travel 
expenses while you are in India. 

 
Continuing, Brown told Simons: 

 
…Dr. Karve is our Executive Officer in Poona and as such 

will work under you as Director.  However, your relationship with 
Dr. Karve will be a very easy one since he is a person of good 
sense with no strongly developed amour-propre.  He knows 
everybody in Poona and is highly respected…Whenever the 
Director is absent he takes over and performs the Director’s 



V. B.  AIIS American Resident Directors in India: 1963-72 
 

- 323 - 

duties…You will find Dr. Karve the best possible kind of 
adviser…Karve has been a magnificent asset to the Institute and 
will continue to be.27 

 
To fulfill Brown’s request for Simons to propose a research topic so that he could be 

designated a Fellow of the Institute, Simons submitted (on 28 May 1965) a project titled “South 
India in the Growth of Indian Nationalism, 1860-1960.”  There is no evidence that the proposal 
went through the regular Selection Committee process (although it was submitted on a 
Fellowship Application form), nor would the timing have made it possible.  Even if it had been 
vetted, it might not have been accepted since it was limited to only English-language sources 
and, in sum, probably not even acceptable for a Junior Fellowship let alone a Senior Fellowship. 
 It was clearly pro-forma and reflected Norman Brown’s modus operandi when he wanted 
something done. 

Simons’ project was hastily submitted to the Government of India for approval, since he 
needed a visa to take up his job.  Karve wrote to Simons on 15 July 1965 that the AIIS office in 
Delhi, presumably in response to points made by the GOI, wanted 

 
…the project to be limited to 1945 and all reference to South 
Indian Politics and role of South Indians in the all-Indian services 
be eliminated!  How silly can officials be!  But I have agreed, in 
the interest of getting speedy action on the visa.  Doubtful if you 
can start by July 19.28 

 
Eventually Simons received project approval and his visa, and in early August 1965 he 

arrived in Poona.  His project was listed under the rubric of “Faculty Research” in the 1964 – 65 
Annual Report as “Thomas W. Simons, Michigan State University, History – “The role of South 
India in the national struggle for independence.”  Interestingly enough it was continued the next 
year with a revised title, “South India in the growth of Indian nationalism (1860-1920).”  There 
is no evidence that any publication emerged from Simons’ research, although he was listed as 
presenting a statement of his project to the January 1966 Annual Meeting of Fellows on the 
Deccan College campus.29  But the project served its purpose of avoiding Indian income tax and 
legitimizing Simons’ presence as an academic. 

Simons’ first appointment lasted two years (1965-67).  The Executive Committee began 
discussing a post-Simons nominee in December 1966.30  At that meeting Robert Crane was 
particularly insistent that a “senior man in the profession” should hold the position, by which he 
meant a senior South Asianist scholar, which Simons clearly was not and which in fact Hazlett 
had not been.  McCrea Hazlett himself noted that the need in Poona was for an administrator 
since, as he said, Norman Brown in his frequent visits provided the Institute’s scholarly image.  
Hazlett recalled his experience that the person at the helm in Poona, if a scholar, must resign 
himself to getting little done except administration.  After Brown mentioned that the Institute 
had funds for the position for only one more year, and since no one could come up with an 
alternate nominee, the Executive Committee resolved to re-appoint Thomas Simons for one more 
year, until 30 June 1968.31 

By early 1967 the Executive Committee once more discussed names for future Resident 
Directors after Simons’ tenure was due to run out in 1968.32  The names put forward in April 
1967 came from the report of the ad hoc Committee on Organization and Personnel set up 
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initially on 5 April 1965.  McCrea Hazlett chaired this group that had Richard Park and Richard 
Lambert as its members.  The list of names the report presented was as follows: 
 
 Bernard Cohn 
 Robert Crane 
 Cora DuBois 
 Ainslie Embree 
 Noel Grist 
 Merrill Goodall  

Henry Hart  
Dean Helmuth, Jr. 
Richard Lambert 
Theodore McCowan 
Norman Palmer 
Richard Park

Milton Singer 
John Useem 
J. A. B. van Buitenen 
Howard Wriggins 
 

 
The Executive Committee discussed the problem at length and noted that there really 

were two full-time jobs that needed to be filled: one administrative and one academic.  
Furthermore, they considered the issue of continuity versus a series of successive appointments.  
The upshot was that, 

 
…after much discussion it was agreed that if Tom Simons were to 
stay on, his appointment would give the Institute the advantage of 
continuity, and the matter could be considered further by the 
Committee on Organization and Personnel.33 

 
So Simons was approached and accepted renewal of his appointment for a fourth year, 1968-69. 
The appointment made was thus for the administrative job (no one really considered Simons to 
be a South Asianist scholar), and the academic one was held in abeyance. 

Simons retired on 30 June 1969.  He had been the third and, as it turned out, the last 
American to be the Resident Director at the Institute headquarters in Poona.  Apparently the 
Executive Committee was unable to persuade any of the people on the 1967 list, or anyone else, 
to take the job.  Thus D. D. Karve, who had been Executive Officer since the beginning in 1962, 
was appointed Acting Director on 1 July 1969 when Simons left. 

Simons’ four-year tenure was marked by an increasing amount of contact needed 
between the Institute and the Government of India and, because of that, by the increasing work 
that needed to be carried out in New Delhi.  When Simons became Resident Director, the 
economist Morris D. Morris became Senior Fellow in New Delhi, but the next year the Delhi 
position remained vacant.  In 1967-68 J. A. B. van Buitenen was Delhi Senior Fellow, and then, 
in Simons’ final year (1968-69), Ainslie Embree held the Delhi Senior Fellowship.  Morris was a 
most active Senior Fellow who early recognized that Institute administration from its New Delhi 
base was critical.  More and more day-to-day contacts with Government of India ministries were 
needed as the GOI increased its supervision over foreign educational organizations.  To this end 
Morris recognized the talents of the Delhi Center’s young Administrative Assistant, Pradeep R. 
Mehendiratta, and encouraged him to take on many of the tasks of Government of India contact. 
 In fact Morris managed to get Mehendiratta’s title upgraded to Administrative Officer on the 
grounds that that title gave him better entree to GOI ministries.  Thus, at the end of Simons’ first 
year in Poona, Mehendiratta’s position in Delhi became even more important.  Morris recalled in 
an interview in 1991 that 

 
…Poona kept thinking it was the center of things but everything 
had by now to go through the Government of India 
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bureaucracy…Then this [Delhi] Center became the more 
substantial set-up and I asked Poona to upgrade Pradeep 
[Mehendiratta] and I had continual trouble with the Poona people 
who wanted to know what Pradeep is doing, why should he be 
promoted, there is nothing for him to do.34 

 
 Morris did not feel that it was primarily Thomas Simons himself who expressed this 
opinion, or indeed D. D. Karve.  Rather it was the “Poona clerks” who felt jealous of such 
upgrading.  Morris believed that if he had been able to talk to Simons one-on-one he might have 
clarified the situation, but he did not let Simons off.  Morris felt that Simons was  

 
…a petty bureaucrat, and one of those people whom Norman 
[Brown] knew, and for administrative purposes would seem to be 
okay.35 

 
Simons was Resident Director during a period of increasing political tensions between the U.S. 
and India.  After Nehru’s death in 1964 and the nineteen-month prime ministership of Lal 
Bahadur Shastri, Indira Gandhi came to power in January 1966 against a backdrop of the U.S. 
war in Vietnam.  President Lyndon Johnson had managed to insult Shastri in June 1965 by 
canceling a scheduled visit from the Indian leader and by personally taking charge of allocating 
shipments of grain to India during the food crisis that began with the failure of the 1965 
monsoon.  Washington was dismayed that the Indo-Pakistan war in August-September 1965 over 
Kashmir set back a decade of economic development that had been heavily financed by the U.S. 
 In retaliation Johnson ordered food aid curtailed.  By the end of 1965 Johnson permitted food 
shipments to India to resume on condition that India put a high priority on agricultural 
development, a policy that eventually led to the Green Revolution. 

In January 1966 the Soviets brokered peace between India and Pakistan.  Lal Bahadur 
Shastri suddenly died, and Indira Gandhi was chosen to be the next prime minister.  In short 
order she visited Washington, impressed Johnson, and promised to bring about reforms including 
devaluation of the rupee.  Indo-American relations hit a high point.  Johnson released a lot more 
grain to India but not enough to offset the threat of a severe famine later in 1966 when the 
monsoon rains again failed. 

Meanwhile, the Vietnam War escalated.  According to Dennis Kux, Prime Minister 
Gandhi during a visit to Moscow effectively, 

 
…shifted India from an essentially neutral stance [on Vietnam] to 
one that echoed the Soviet line and a joint Indo-Soviet 
communiqué on 16 July 1966 decried 
 
…aggressive actions of imperialist and other reactionary forces 
against Vietnam.36 

 
Johnson was not amused.  U.S. Ambassador Chester Bowles, well-known as a friend of India’s, 
was hard put to explain Mrs. Gandhi’s attitude. 

 
…although American officialdom did not expect India to endorse  
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U.S. policy toward Vietnam, Washington was clearly annoyed by 
Mrs. Gandhi’s less than nonaligned remarks.37 

 
With failure of the 1966 monsoon and the prospect of a severe famine, Johnson had even 

more leverage over India.  Indira Gandhi was basically forced to beg for wheat.  After putting 
pressure on India to implement a series of reforms, Johnson allowed wheat to be shipped by 
early 1967 so that famine was averted.  But Johnson’s tactics infuriated the American media, and 
the New York Times and Washington Post roundly criticized him.38  Some observers believed 
Johnson 

 
…acted out of spite to punish Mrs. Gandhi for her public 
opposition on Vietnam 
 

while others 
 
…maintained the President was using the leverage of food 
shipments to press for agricultural policy changes and to ensure the 
implementation of the new policies.39 

 
For whatever reason, Indira Gandhi henceforth was leery of U.S. intentions but still dependent 
on U.S. food aid. 

During 1967 and 1968 Mrs. Gandhi became more and more dependent on the Soviet 
Union for military equipment since the U.S. had stopped giving military aid to both India and 
Pakistan after their 1965 war.  India remained nonaligned.  It also remained dependent on both 
the antagonistic superpowers. 

The problem of bi-national relations could also be illustrated with reference to the Peace  
Corps.  Positive Indian reactions to U.S. assistance resulted from the U.S. Peace Corps program 
that had operated since 1962 and had reached a peak at the end of 1966 with some 1,400 
volunteers in India.  But that Peace Corps program began to suffer from the incipient anti-
Americanism that developed after India’s 1967 General Election, especially in the two states, 
Kerala and West Bengal, that had elected Communist governments.  It became easy to ascribe 
ulterior U.S. motives to the Peace Corps.  For a number of reasons (including the decline in 
American volunteers for any kind of government service as a result of the Vietnam-era 
disillusionment on many U.S. campuses) the India Peace Corps operation decreased in size.  By 
1971, because of a Government of India freeze on all foreign volunteer programs, the Peace 
Corps was virtually non-existent in India, although its formal end did not come until 1976. 

Meanwhile, all of this rubbed off on the Indian intelligentsia and India’s academic world. 
 They too became more critical of the U.S.  Their criticisms increased after the revelations in 
1968 that the U.S.-based Asia Foundation that had been lavishing funds on Indian cultural and 
educational organizations had, despite earlier denials been funded in large part by the U.S. 
Central Intelligence Agency.  The India scholar Richard Park had played a major part in the Asia 
Foundation in India.  The famous issue of the prestigious journal Seminar appeared in December 
1968 titled “Academic Colonialism.” Questions in the Lok Sabha about, for example, activities 
of the American Academy in Benares and about Defense Department funding of the Himalayan 
Borders Project of the University of California-Berkeley contributed to widespread Indian 



V. B.  AIIS American Resident Directors in India: 1963-72 
 

- 327 - 

questioning of the role of American scholars in India.  The American Institute of Indian Studies 
was vulnerable just by being an American scholarly enterprise. 

That Thomas Simons, Resident Director of the AIIS, had been at various times not only a 
longtime U.S. consular officer in Calcutta, Karachi, and Madras, but also, immediately after 
World War II, an intelligence officer in Washington with the Office of Intelligence and 
Research, successor unit in the Department of State to a part of the wartime OSS, was not 
conducive to allaying any suspicions the Government of India may have had of ulterior motives 
on the part of the Institute.  Significantly, when in 1971 Robert Miller, the next (and last) 
American Resident Director now stationed in New Delhi, sent his comments for an Executive 
Committee discussion on his replacement, he wrote: 

 
The present RD does not consider it advisable to appoint persons 
who are: a) Former USIS, Foreign Service, or other U.S. 
Government-related retired personnel unless very strong academic 
arguments can be made for them…40 

 
While not conclusive evidence, Miller’s remark strongly suggested a reference to 

Simons’ background (retired Foreign Service officer, less than strong academic credentials) and 
perhaps reflected Government of India sentiments Miller could have picked up, especially in 
those tension-filled years of U.S.-Indian relations that developed dramatically during the “Tilt to 
Pakistan” turn under the Nixon presidency. 

Simons’ four years (1965-69) in the Resident Directorship provided the continuity the 
AIIS needed to establish itself firmly in India.  After all, it had been going for only four years 
when Simons arrived.  A major push during his tenure was the activation of the Regional Centers 
(first Delhi and Calcutta and eventually Madras) that the Executive Committee wanted to see 
become  

 
…active forces in the cultural and intellectual life of India.41 

 
Simons either encouraged or permitted the Regional Centers to develop considerable 

autonomy in their operations and use of funds.  By the time of the Timber Cove Planning 
Conference of 1969 the status of the Regional Centers had become a source of dissension among 
the AIIS Trustees.  With the end of the two-year National Science Foundation grant to fund the 
Centers, participants in that Conference questioned the use of funds for the Centers, as well as 
the relevance of the Centers to the appropriate purposes of the Institute.42   At any rate, after the 
Timber Cove Conference the Centers never again reached the type or level of activity they had 
during Simon’s administration. 

Early on, Simons realized that more and more Institute business would have to be 
conducted directly with the Government of India in New Delhi and that, like it or not, he would 
have to depend more and more on the Senior Fellow in Delhi and on the Administrative Officer 
P. R. Mehendiratta.  Thus Simons’ Directorship saw the decrease in Poona’s position in AIIS 
administration in India.  Poona was still the Headquarters but became in some ways more the 
Regional Center it would come to be.  The concomitant increase in Delhi’s position presaged the 
shifting of many functions shortly after Simons retired in 1969 from Poona to Delhi, culminating 
in the shifting of the Resident Directorship to Delhi in 1970 to be part of the Delhi Center, but 
minus a Senior Fellow. 
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Ever Simon’s staunch supporter, Norman Brown wrote a laudatory paragraph in his 
President’s Report when Thomas Simons retired in June 1969: 

 
…He had served the Institute with vigor, skill, and 

unfailing conscientiousness.  His long career with the U.S. 
Department of State before coming to the Institute and his many 
years of experience in India gave him a background for his duties 
with the Institute that was unique.  He was well acquainted with 
both Department of State and Government of India procedures.  
Further, he had a wide acquaintance with Department of State and 
Government of India personnel, especially on high levels.  All this 
combined with his academic associations made it possible for him 
to do much for the Institute that perhaps no one else could have 
accomplished, and his departure from Institute service is a serious 
loss.  He will be missed as an officer of the Institute and as friend 
and counsellor of the Indian staff and Fellows, while the many 
Indians who had come to know him throughout his long career in 
India will miss him as a personal friend and an admirer of India 
devoted to India’s best interests.43 

 
 5. Robert J. Miller, Fourth and Last American Resident Director: 1970-72 

In the contentious years leading up to the Timber Cove Planning Conference and the 
subsequent presidential transition from Brown to Embree as well as in the context of difficult 
Indo-American relations (not to mention the Vietnam War and the nationwide campus 
disturbances in the U.S.), it appeared that the Institute was unable to find a successor to Thomas 
Simons for the Resident Directorship.  Thus when Simons stepped down on 30 June 1969, the 
Executive Committee designated D. D. Karve, the Poona Headquarters Executive Officer, as 
Acting Director.  Karve had been at the Timber Cove Conference some two months earlier 
where he had been exposed to discussion of the Institute’s many organizational and financial 
problems. In fact he led a discussion on finances on the Indian side of Institute activities and was 
reported to have 

 
…emphasized that the presence of an American resident director is 
crucial to the Institute’s operation.44 

 
 It is unclear if he said this because he did not relish the thought of additional 
responsibility if no American were appointed or whether he was being modest.  Be that as it 
may, Karve in mid-1969 became the Acting Director as well as Executive Officer in Poona.  In 
New Delhi P. R. Mehendiratta was promoted from Administrative Officer to a new position of 
Deputy Executive Officer, beginning the shift of power to New Delhi and implying that Delhi 
was more than a Regional Center.  That year the Delhi Center was under Senior Fellow Marcus 
Franda, who was thus the senior-most American in the Institute’s administration in India. 

Shortly before Simons’ departure, President Brown sent a memo to his Executive  
Committee regarding nominations for a variety of positions.  Apparently a leading candidate for 
the Resident Directorship was Robert J. Miller, Professor of Anthropology at the University of 
Wisconsin.  Up to that time Miller had not been on anybody’s short list and until then had never 
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held any Institute position as Trustee or Officer.  He had, however, just been named Chair of the 
Selection Committee for 1969-70, albeit without any prior experience on the committee as 
Brown had always preferred.  So his performance was unknown.  Yet Miller was a respected 
scholar with India experience and a senior faculty person at a Class A Institute member.  Two 
replies to Brown’s memo of 18 June 1969 in the wake of the Timber Cove Conference and 
subsequent Executive Committee Meeting (4 May 1969) commented on the Resident 
Directorship and Miller. John Brush of Rutgers, a member of the Executive Committee wrote: 

 
It is important to have an American as Resident Director in 

India, and I would not have any basis for judging the suitability of 
Bob Miller.  It seems to me that the Resident Director should be a 
person with some previous administrative experience and fairly 
long acquaintance with India.  Age is of some importance if the 
man is to have status in dealings with government officials.  If 
possible, the Director should be an academic man who enjoys the 
respect of scholars working in Indian studies…45 

 
While not widely known in Institute circles, Miller had been part of the Wisconsin South 

Asia Center group and had been close to Henry Hart, a Wisconsin Trustee who had been a 
central figure in the founding of the AIIS.  This appointment would give renewed prominence to 
Wisconsin that by then had emerged as one of the top four South Asian Centers in the U.S.  
Miller was approached and accepted the position, although he would not be able to take it up 
until the academic year 1970-71 and after his stint on the Selection Committee.  Thus, in what 
was to be Norman Brown’s final year as President, the Institute would have a “leading American 
scholar of Indian studies”46 as its Resident Director. 

The new Director, however, was not to reside in Poona as heretofore but in New Delhi.  
As D. D. Karve put it, 

 
This will facilitate liaison with the Government of India and the 
U.S. Embassy.  Dr. Miller is also expected to pay frequent visits to 
Poona to keep himself in touch with the financial administration.47 

 
 The AIIS Headquarters dealing mainly with financial matters remained in Poona until 
July 1973 when P. R. Mehendiratta was named Officiating Director when Karve’s tenure as Co-
Director came to an end.  Effectively, however, Delhi became the most important post in the 
Institute’s administration in India when Miller took over in September 1970.  By November 
1970 Brown wrote to Miller, 
 

…concerning your continuation as Director for a second year.  The 
appointment is hereby confirmed.48 
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Illustration 17 
Robert J. Miller, Fourth and Last American Resident Director, 1970-72. 
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 Miller, thus, had the best part of two years ahead of him in which to re-evaluate Institute 
activities and plan for the future.  Miller lost no time in submitting his first major report to U.S. 
headquarters.  In this he set forth some of his plans for what he called 

 
organizational coherence.49 

 
First and foremost he saw that the 

 
Delhi Center must be recognized to have become not simply a 
Regional Center but the co-ordinating Center for the AIIS 
programs in India (Regional Centers, Language Program, AAB 
[American Academy of Benares], etc.).50 

 
 Miller saw this as deriving from the transfer of the Resident Director to New Delhi; from 
Delhi’s responsibility for a revamped Language Program; and from mandates to the Resident 
Director for many activities aimed at implementing AIIS programs. 

Miller’s detailed plans contained implicit criticism of his predecessor, Thomas Simons, 
who had apparently permitted a looseness of administration in general and in particular the 
autonomy of the Regional Centers that had been criticized at Timber Cove.  Miller started out 
with a crispness and control of detail that was lacking in Simons’ reviews.  Miller had, not 
surprisingly, a much more lively sense of the Institute as an intellectual enterprise and center for 
American scholars in India, whether they were AIIS grantees or not, as well as of the need for 
constant interaction with Indian academics and not just with Government of India officials.  
Miller was, after all, first and foremost an academic.  He was not a retired diplomat. 

As it turned out, during his first year Miller was able to make only one visit to Poona 
instead of the frequent visits Karve had recommended, and he made only brief visits to the 
Calcutta and Madras Centers.51  In his next year, 1971-72, Miller found it impossible to visit the 
Regional Centers because of the press of work in Delhi.  This was the period of the Indo-
Pakistan War and the creation of Bangladesh during which Indo-U.S. relations hit a new low.  
With liaison with the Government of India taking more and more time, Miller delegated more 
and more of this work to the, by now, highly experienced Mehendiratta, the Institute’s Executive 
Officer, 

 
…who was in almost daily contact with the Ministry of Education 
during the year under review…as the Government of India moved 
toward establishment of new guidelines for regulating foreign 
research institutions and scholars in India.52 

 
As Miller spelled out in detail: 

 
From January 1972 (following the Indo-Pakistan War), the 

matter of foreign research (particularly American research) took on 
extremely serious overtones for the Institute.  Perhaps for the first 
time since its establishment in India, the right of the Institute to 
organize and run seminars jointly with Indian institutions was 
questioned on the basis of its charter.  Informally, it was indicated 
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that the administrative structure of the Institute (as well as other 
foreign educational and cultural institutions) was in need of 
revision.  There was a suggestion that a more active, larger, and 
more controlling Indian Advisory Council should take a hand in 
Institute affairs in India.  The Executive Officer was asked by the 
Ministry to submit a detailed statement of the function of the 
Resident Director, the Co-Director, and the Executive Officer.  
Functions of the Institute Centers were queried.53 

 
In view of the new attitude of the Government of India toward all foreign research and 

educational institutions in India (the Government’s critical review was not aimed solely at the 
AIIS), Miller spent a lot of time maintaining regular contact with other such organizations, 
namely the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute, the Smithsonian Institution representative, the USIS 
Cultural Affairs Officer, Fulbright officials, and Ford Foundation advisers, as well as many 
American non-AIIS grantees.  These were difficult days for the entire foreign research enterprise 
in India. 

Despite all these problems, Miller saw to it that many Institute functions went off 
smoothly. The Language Program operated as scheduled.  The new Center for Art and 
Archaeology carried on the work started under the American Academy of Benares (even though 
it existed in a kind of legal limbo).  Seminars and lectures were presented by AIIS Fellows, and 
publications were planned.  

Miller’s second year emphasized scholarly interaction and underscored the Institute’s 
function as a vehicle of intellectual activity.  This occurred despite an atmosphere that was 
growing more and more restrictive.  Miller’s final report ended on a very pessimistic note: 

 
By June 1972, no positive word had been received 

concerning the “guidelines” which were stated to be in 
preparation…No approval of AIIS programs had been received by 
June 1, 1972, leaving in doubt the successful operation of a 
Summer Language Program.  Processing of fellowship applications 
for 1972-73 (submitted at the end of February 1971) had begun 
only by the last week of May 1972.  The 9-Month Language 
Program was still under consideration.54 

 
For someone who had taken over with such enthusiasm and high hopes, it was disappointing to 
retire under these circumstances.  But at the end of June 1972 Robert Miller had to return to his 
responsibilities at the University of Wisconsin after what must have been an exhausting two 
years. 
 
 6. Robert I. Crane, End of the American Resident Directorship: 1972 

Notwithstanding the ominous introduction in September 1971 of what the Government of 
India termed 

 
…a uniform framework for the regulation and review of foreign 
cultural centres in India and for the promotion of their cultural 
activities,55 
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the AIIS proceeded on 19 November 1971 to issue the report of an ad hoc committee that had 
been charged with making recommendations for the next Resident Director in India. 

The committee, chaired by Gerald Kelley and including Thomas Metcalf and Harold 
Gould as members, recommended the appointment of Robert I. Crane, Professor of History at 
Syracuse University, for a one-year term.56  On 20 December 1971 President Embree reported 
Crane’s selection and acceptance.  Crane was due to take up the post on 1 July 1972 after Robert 
J. Miller would have stepped down.  Crane was, at that time, one of Syracuse University’s two 
Trustees (Syracuse was a Class A Member of the Institute from 1963 to 1973).  As Resident 
Director-Elect, as he styled himself in a 1 February 1972 memo, Crane prepared a nine-point 

 
conception of the duties57 

 
of the Director.  However, in a letter to Donald Murray, the AIIS Treasurer in Philadelphia, 
Crane stated that he had been warned in a letter from Robert Miller that 

 
…GOI apparently has real reservations about the appointment of a 
Resident Director in India…[but] I have no way of knowing how  
serious such a question may or may not be. 

 
Crane noted that when he replied to Miller he 

 
…asked him whether the proposed trip to Delhi in April is relevant 
if I am not to be in India as R/D next year.58 

 
The reply must have been encouraging since Crane went to India in April to be briefed (he was 
there for eleven days, 9-20 April 1972).  The Government’s alleged reservations about the 
Resident Director position undoubtedly had been reported to the President and surely played a 
role in the Executive Committee discussions in March, which brought about the general re-
appraisal of AIIS functions in India. 

Meanwhile, external matters clouded the horizon and made the whole prospect for an 
American Resident Director problematic.  The Indo-Pakistan War (3-16 December 1971) over 
the Bangladesh issue and the official U.S. “Tilt to Pakistan” increased Government of India 
uneasiness over what it perceived to be free-ranging foreign scholars in India, the majority of 
whom were American.  Ironically, American scholars had been almost unanimously supportive 
of India’s role in “liberating” Bangladesh from Pakistani “oppression.” 

A major irritant in the Government of India’s view were 
 
autonomous foreign operations having governmental support59 

 
(an accurate description of the AIIS) that tended to be headed by nationals of their respective 
countries.  While “Indianization” of the leadership of such organizations was in the air, it did not 
appear to be imminent in early 1972. 

The rapidly escalating complex and very uncertain situation in India was of grave 
concern to the Institute.  Its Executive Committee responded on 27 March 1972 by appointing an 
ad hoc Committee on the Future of the AIIS in India.  This body was chaired by Ralph Retzlaff 
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(University of California-Berkeley) and had as its members Burton Stein (University of Hawaii), 
Thomas Metcalf (University of California-Berkeley), and Morris D. Morris (University of 
Washington), with President Embree on it as ex-officio.  In the very first year of the first post-W. 
Norman Brown presidency (Embree took over on 1 July 1971) the Institute found itself faced 
with a crisis of severe proportions – a crisis largely not of its own making. 

The Retzlaff Committee60 met in Berkeley on 15-16 April 1972, actually while Resident 
Director-Elect Crane was in India being briefed.  It is interesting to note that all members of the 
committee appointed by President Embree (then at Duke) were from West Coast institutions, 
perhaps to make up for the alleged long-lasting dominance of Eastern and Midwestern 
institutions over AIIS affairs that had surfaced in the pivotal Timber Cove Conference and the 
subsequent presidential transition period.  Describing his Committee, Retzlaff reported to the 
Trustees on 15 August 1972 that at its first meeting 

 
…after extensive discussion a series of recommendations were 
unanimously arrived at.61 

 
 The committee had planned to circulate their recommendations by ballot to the Trustees, 
but they awaited further word on the threatened Government of India “guidelines” for operation 
of foreign educational organizations.  When these were not forthcoming, the committee held 
another meeting on 3 June 1972 in Los Angeles and prepared their unanimous recommendations 
for presentation to a special Trustees’ Meeting called for September, by which time President 
Embree and Chair Retzlaff would have returned from India. This was the first and only time that 
a second meeting of the Board of Trustees was held in the same year. 

Meanwhile Robert Crane had made his eleven-day trip to India in April to be briefed by 
Resident Director Miller, to meet Government of India, U.S. Embassy, Ford Foundation and 
other officials, and to discuss various issues with academic colleagues both Indian and 
American.  He visited the Banaras Art and Archaeology operation and was most impressed.  In 
his lengthy April 24 report to Embree Crane noted 

 
…the allegedly vexed subject of whether there should or should 
not be a Resident Director. 

 
 Clearly he was aware that his appointment might be in jeopardy.  Crane suggested that 
people in Delhi expressed little interest in the topic crucial to Crane’s future, with the exception, 
he said, of one unnamed American who felt the post should be abolished.  Crane seemed 
confident that he would be returning as Resident Director.  He wrote: 

 
Most of the people I talked to seemed quite disinterested in the 
topic as though it were a trivial issue, paling into insignificance 
beside the real issue of Indo-American political affairs…62 

 
 What was holding up Crane’s plans was obtaining a visa and project approval for his 
proposed research.  Time was running short if he needed to reorganize his university 
commitments. 
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On 3 July 1972 McCrea Hazlett, the first Resident Director in 1963-64 and by 1972 U.S. 
Counselor for Cultural Affairs at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi, in a letter to President Embree 
wrote: 

 
For the long run it seems to me that an American Director 

is not necessary or useful…However, for the next year I see some 
advantages in having Bob Crane in India…I believe that the 
Institute’s moral commitment to him should be honored.  If he can 
get a visa [my emphasis M.L.P.P.], I urge that he come out for a 
year.63 

 
Embree circulated Hazlett’s letter to the Executive Committee but included the bad news he had 
just received that the American Director of the U.S. Educational Foundation in India – USEFI, 
the Fulbright organization – had not had his visa renewed.  That boded ill for Crane’s chances.  
Even before the recommendation of the Retzlaff Committee to abolish the Resident Directorship 
could come into effect (it was ratified by the Trustees in September), Robert Crane was denied a 
visa and resumed his teaching at Syracuse. 

The decade of an American Resident Directorship of the AIIS was effectively over.  With 
Robert Miller’s departure on 30 June 1972, the complete “Indianization” of AIIS administration 
in India began, with D. D. Karve still titled Co-Director in 1972-73 in Poona and P. R. 
Mehendiratta as Executive Officer in the Delhi Center. 

Robert Crane was understandably bitter over what he felt was the lack of support he 
received over the visa issue.  He faulted the Delhi office, by which he meant Mehendiratta 
himself, for not persuading the Government of India to grant him a visa.  In an interview in 1991 
Crane asserted 

 
…the Government of India didn’t care a damn who ran the AIIS as 
long as he didn’t cause trouble, rock the boat, or it wasn’t a CIA 
operation – which to the best of my knowledge it never was.64 

 
Crane maintained that it was in the long-term personal interests of those who were running the 
Delhi office not to have an American in charge.  Needless to say there were forces at work over 
which no one person had any control that brought radical change to the situation of all foreign 
educational organizations in India.  Crane was caught up by those forces. 

Ending this part of the story in an ominous vein, the New York Times famous editorial of 
5 August 1972 proclaimed “India Closes Its Doors” on American and other foreign scholars.  
The fate of the ten-year-old American Institute of Indian Studies seemed to hang in the balance. 
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CHAPTER V.  AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
V. C. INDIAN AIIS ADMINISTRATORS 

1. Dinkar D. Karve, First Indian Administrator: 1962-76 
a. D. D. Karve’s Career with the AIIS: 1962-76 

For its first decade of growth the AIIS was led by a remarkable team that gave it the 
continuity needed to invent itself and consolidate its gains.  While Resident Directors came and 
went, the stamp put upon Institute affairs came from W. Norman Brown as President in 
Philadelphia and D. D. Karve as Executive Officer and eventually Co-Director in Poona.  Brown 
was the well-known Sanskritist and long-time proponent of India’s independence from British 
imperial rule, and D. D. Karve was the modernist and practical scientist son of one of 
Maharashtra’s most distinguished social reformers (Dhondo Keshav Karve, 1858-1962) who was 
at the same time steeped in India’s traditional culture.  Karve and Brown understood each other 
well and provided the politically savvy teamwork needed to run the fledgling Institute.  Karve 
was not always front and center, but his was the steady hand on the Institute’s wheel in India 
during a crucial period. 

Dinkar Dhondo Karve (1899-1980), or Dinu as he was familiarly called, was well 
acquainted with the American academic scene initially indirectly through his wife, the 
anthropologist Iravati Karve, who first traveled to the U.S. on a Rockefeller Foundation Visiting 
Scholar grant in 1951.  Dinu became directly involved with the U.S. when he and his wife were 
both invited to be Distinguished Visiting Scholars at the University of California-Berkeley. D. D. 
Karve was a chemist, educated in India through the MS level, who then earned his Ph.D. at the 
University of Leipzig in Germany in 1924.  He taught chemistry at Poona’s Fergusson College 
between 1924 and 1959 and was its Principal between 1946 and 1957.  A skilled educational 
administrator in a city of dozens of leading and often competing educational institutions, after 
Karve’s retirement from Fergusson College he went on to become a member of then Bombay 
State’s Legislative Council where he dealt with educational policy.  Through his wife Iravati 
Karve who was Professor of Anthropology at the Deccan College, Poona, he was well aware of 
the Rockefeller Foundation’s Linguistic Program of the mid-1950s and of the explorations W. 
Norman Brown was making in 1961 to situate an American Institute on the Deccan College 
campus.  

In November 1961, shortly after the Institute was incorporated, Phillips Bradley, the 
USIS Cultural Affairs Officer in Bombay, reported in a letter to W. Norman Brown on a meeting 
he had just had with McCrea Hazlett, then on a brief personal visit to India.  Hazlett had been a 
member of the group that organized the Institute earlier that year.  Phillips Bradley wrote: 
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I made two points to Hazlett.  The first was that I hoped the 
Institute would be set up in such a way as to provide for an Indian 
Deputy Director of outstanding repute – to serve as a counterpart 
for the American Director and to give the Institute the kind of 
psychological reception here which would, I thought, advance not 
only its acceptance but its welcome in the Indian academic world.  
As a prototype of this kind of Indian in the complex of the Institute 
I mentioned to him someone whom I am sure you know well: Dr. 
D. D. Karve (former Principal of Fergusson College).  I think 
Hazlett noted his name in his notes of conversation.1 

 
When in February 1962 the Institute’s Executive Committee was unable to recruit a high-

level “leading scholar,” as it had hoped, for American Resident Director, it identified an 
American, Everett Woodman of the Ford Foundation in New Delhi, who seemed to be a likely 
prospect for the position now labeled “Executive Officer.”  D. D. Karve’s name was floated as 
his possible deputy and Indian counterpart for the position designated “Administrative Officer.”  
Provided the Executive Officer-designate agreed, the committee resolved that 

 
The qualifications of D. D. Karve as Administrative Officer seem 
suitable.2 

 
Many people on the Executive Committee knew Karve personally.  Since he was retired, he 
appeared to be available.  As it happened, the American candidate for Executive Officer, Everett 
Woodman, backed out at the last moment, and W. Norman Brown immediately offered the job to 
D. D. Karve.  In his letter of 20 July 1962 Brown wrote: 

 
I am writing to you on behalf of the American Institute of Indian Studies, 

of which I am President, to ask you to be the Institute’s Executive officer in 
Poona, where the Institute is to have its headquarters.  This means you will be in 
charge of our operations there. 

 
Brown continued: 

 
…there was a feeling among some of the officers concerned in our 
negotiations that we should appoint an American as Resident 
Director of the Institute for all India.  This has not worked out.  We 
propose instead to try to get officers of the Institute in America to 
go out for periods of a few months at a time.  It is possible that I 
may myself go out at the end of the summer for a couple of 
months.  But until this point was settled the Institute’s Executive 
Committee did not feel that it could go ahead with any other 
appointments.  This was in spite of the fact that every member of 
our Executive Committee has felt that you should be in charge of 
our headquarters operations…We very much hope that you will be 
willing to take this appointment.3 
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Professor Karve, for whom this could not have been a total surprise, immediately accepted 
Brown’s invitation.  Since he was right there in Poona, Karve was able to start work on 1 August 
1962 as Executive Officer, upgraded from the title and status of Administrative Officer earlier 
proposed for him. 

Given Karve’s status and reputation described by Brown elsewhere as 
 
a man of high prestige in educational circles in India,  
recommended for the position by the heads of all the institutions in 
Poona with which the Institute will be cooperating, and himself 
well acquainted with educational procedures and institutions in 
America,4 

 
it was fitting that Karve receive the higher position and title.  He retained the title of Executive 
Officer until 1969 under three American Resident Directors, but his ego did not appear to have 
been hurt by the experience of being Number Two.  As Norman Brown explained to incoming 
Resident Director Simons in 1965, 

 
Dr. Karve…will work under you as Director.  However, your 
relationship with Dr. Karve will be a very easy one since he is a 
person of good sense with no strongly developed amour propre.5 

 
Karve went to work just in time on 1 August 1962 because the first batch of Institute 

Fellows (eight Faculty Research, four Faculty Training, and five Junior) began to arrive within a 
few days of his setting up the office, and they required the immediate administrative and 
financial support of Headquarters. 

D. D. Karve served as Executive Officer from August 1962 until 1 July 1969 when he 
was appointed Acting Director in place of Thomas Simons who resigned as of 30 June 1969.6   
Karve retained the title of Executive Officer for another year.  His appointment as Acting 
Director was made by the Executive Committee at its meeting on 4 May 1969 immediately 
following the Timber Cove Planning Conference in which Karve had been a participant. 

When Robert J. Miller became Resident Director in September 1970, that office was 
shifted to the New Delhi Regional Center, and Karve was named Co-Director and remained at 
Poona Headquarters.  He was Co-Director until 30 June 1973.  After Miller left India in June 
1972, the position of Resident Director was abolished, and in 1972-73 the Institute was headed 
in India by Co-Director Karve in Poona with Pradeep R. Mehendiratta in New Delhi, newly 
promoted to Executive Officer.  When on 1 July 1973 – the day Dimock took over the 
presidency – Pradeep Mehendiratta was appointed Officiating Director, D. D. Karve was named 
Co-Director Emeritus, a title he held until 1976.  Karve was also designated on that date 
“Consultant to the Trustees” for a period of one year and at a stipend to be determined by the 
President.7 
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Illustration 18 
Dinkar D. Karve, First Indian Administrator, 1962-76. 
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D. D. Karve died in Pune – the new spelling was by then in vogue – on 5 July 1980 at the 
age of 81.  On his death President Dimock wrote: 

 
…Dr. D. D. Karve [was] from the very beginning of the 

Institute a pillar of the organization.  He was one of the first men in 
India whom Norman Brown consulted when the Institute was 
being established, and despite his failing health he attended every 
Advisory Committee Meeting until he was physically no longer 
able to do so.  Dinu’s dignity and strong belief, his combination of 
idealism and hard-headedness stood us in good stead for many 
years; we were fortunate to have him, and it will be a long time 
before we see his like again.8 
 
b. Some Highlights of D. D. Karve’s Administration 

At the end of a decade of association with the AIIS, D. D. Karve wrote a report called 
“AIIS in India: a 10-Year Review.”  In this document Karve summarized his administration of 
the Institute on the Indian side.  To begin with, he supervised the preparation of the buildings 
rented from the Deccan College for an office block and for the hostel.  In the first year he 
reported that he employed  

 
…only one assistant who worked as an Accountant and Secretary.9 

 
Much of Karve’s work was taken up 

 
…with the financial side of the administration, i.e., payment of 
stipends and dependents’ allowances to Fellows, reimbursement of 
their research and travel expenses, issuing of certificates for rupee 
payments by Fellows of the charges for the shipping of their 
baggage, etc. 

 
The Resident Director (when there was one)  

 
…dealt with the Fellows’ academic problems and also sometimes 
their personal problems.10 

 
Karve had to deal with the problem of income tax which, for the Institute’s first two years, the 
Government of India insisted on levying on Fellows’ stipends (this was eventually rescinded).  
Then in 1966 the sudden devaluation of the rupee played havoc with the Institute’s carefully 
worked-out financial projections, and Karve had to adjust his budget drastically to make ends 
meet.  He was up to the challenge, and the Institute’s work progressed smoothly. 

Karve tells us that the first two Resident Directors, Hazlett and Lambert, 
 
…confined their activities…to policy decisions, liaison with the 
Government of India and maintaining contacts with 
Fellows…[while] the routine administration, particularly on the 
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financial side, was being carried out by me, although both of them 
were always ready to advise me if any difficulty arose.11 

 
When Thomas Simons became Resident Director, Karve wrote that, 

 
…he took much more interest in the general administration of the 
Institute and attended to many details which the previous Resident 
Directors had not cared to attend to.12 

 
If there was one thing that D. D. Karve could be criticized for, it was the employment of 

Mrs. Ketkar as Institute Hostel Warden.  Amlabai Ketkar, a South African journalist whose name 
had been Alva Redmond, was then married to Marathi editor, journalist, and political figure 
Gajanan Vishvanath Ketkar, a descendant of Lokamanya Tilak.  G. V. Ketkar had achieved 
notoriety by being implicated in 1948 with R.S.S. support of the Mahatma Gandhi assassination. 
 He was jailed.  On his release in 1949 he was accorded a hero’s welcome in Poona.  His first 
wife, an ardent member of the R.S.S.’ women’s wing, had died on 18 February 1948.  When 
Ketkar returned to Poona in 1949, he met Alva Redmond.  She converted to Hinduism, took the 
name Amlabai, and married G. V. Ketkar in June 1950. 

Mrs. Ketkar was recruited by D. D. Karve to be the Warden of the AIIS Hostel on the 
Deccan College campus.  She is remembered for her generally unpleasant and authoritarian 
conduct of the Hostel.  While not an important impediment to the overall successful operation of 
AIIS Headquarters, Mrs. Ketkar’s rule over the Hostel remained part of the folklore for many 
Fellows from that era.  Why D. D. Karve employed her in the first place and how he retained her 
for so long in the face of criticism remains a mystery and a minor blemish on his otherwise good 
judgment. 

In Karve’s ten-year review he charged Resident Director Simons, and by implication 
President Brown himself, with making decisions that jeopardized recognition by the Government 
of India of the American Academy of Benares.  As Karve put it, Simons waited several months, 
until August 1966, to submit a formal application to the Ministry of Education for permission to 
use a Smithsonian grant awarded in November 1965 that would have established the American 
Academy of Benares (AAB) as a recognized project of the AIIS, i.e., as a new kind of project for 
which Government of India approval was necessary as stipulated in the original agreement in 
1962.  Since the AIIS used the money before gaining approval, the Government of India was 
upset and considered the Institute’s action 

 
…a serious breach of the conditions of recognition.13 

 
This in Karve’s view was the genesis of the saga of non-recognition of the Academy (later the 
Center for Art and Archaeology) that was not resolved until 1978.  By the same token, it may be 
asked why Karve, as Executive Officer, had not himself foreseen the timing discrepancy and 
brought it to Simons’ attention.  It was as if the three principals -- in Poona, Philadelphia, and 
Banaras -- had each believed the other had taken care of the matter, while meanwhile the matter 
of submitting a formal application to use the Smithsonian funds for the AAB had fallen through 
the cracks. 

During Karve’s administration, and particularly while Simons was Director, more and 
more Institute work flowed to New Delhi because of increasing GOI requirements demanded of 
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this kind of foreign organization.  This led Morris D. Morris, while Senior Fellow in New Delhi 
in 1965 – 66, to recognize that the young Office Secretary, Pradeep R. Mehendiratta, could 
easily handle directly some of the tasks Poona AIIS Headquarters were attempting to handle 
through time-consuming and cumbersome correspondence.  As Morris put it, 

 
I was just impressed no end by his [Mehendiratta’s] energy and his 
connections.14 

 
By the end of Morris’ time as Senior Fellow, Mehendiratta was handling a lot of necessary GOI 
liaison matters, and Morris recommended he be promoted to Administrative Assistant to give 
him more status with the Government bureaucracy.  Although Karve did not seem to stand in the 
way of this promotion, Morris suggested that the “Poona clerks” at Headquarters were jealous of 
this advancement of a person in the Regional Center.  Be that as it may, and adequate 
documentation is not available in this regard, Mehendiratta kept on advancing.  When Karve was 
made Acting Director in 1969, Mehendiratta went up another notch to become Deputy Executive 
Officer.   At that time, in his Director’s review of that year, Karve wrote: 

 
Our relations with the Ministry of Education continue to be 
cordial, and most of the credit is due to the Deputy Executive 
Officer in New Delhi who is responsible for maintaining liaison.15 

 
Karve thus recognized Mehendiratta’s role in the New Delhi office and helped to set the stage 
for the transfer of most of the Institute’s non-financial administration to New Delhi by the time 
Robert Miller arrived in September 1970 to be the last American Resident Director. 

Karve continued as an elder statesman for the years he was Co-Director Emeritus and 
was available to provide his insights and advice to a very changed Institute administration.  
Whether or not they were accepted is another thing.  The times, locations, and personnel had 
changed quite drastically.  But for the first decade, and for the first development phase of the 
Institute’s life, Karve’s role was strong and positive, and his loyalty to and collaboration with W. 
Norman Brown were legendary. 
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CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
V. C. INDIAN AIIS ADMINISTRATORS 
 2. Pradeep R. Mehendiratta in New Delhi: 1963 - 

a. Historical Context 
If W. Norman Brown and D. D. Karve can be considered the team crucial to the 

establishment and growth of the Institute during its first decade, in the next decade and a half, 
1973 to 1986, another team was responsible for leading the organization in the period following 
the many structural changes of 1972-73.  That team was composed of President Edward C. 
Dimock, Jr. and Officiating-Director Pradeep R. Mehendiratta, named to those positions 
respectively on 1 July 1973 and late September 1973. 

In the organizational meeting of April 1961 Norman Brown suggested that authority 
should lie with the Trustees in the Unites States and that the Director, subject to the Trustees, 
should be in India.1  While at the outset the Director was assumed to be an American, when the 
position was Indianized after 1972, the line of authority remained the same, ultimately residing 
in the Corporation’s Trustees through the agency of its Officers and Executive Committee.  For 
the first decade under Norman Brown as President – six of those years as a full-time paid 
President – the center of administration and responsibility remained in Philadelphia with Brown 
and his Treasurer, Donald Murray.  The committees that selected Fellows and drew up the 
policies for the Institute’s academic programs in India all operated in the U.S. and remained 
fairly constant in size and cost of operation.  However the operations in India grew rapidly in 
size from the 1970s on.  As Dimock put it in a 1994 interview, 

 
…the Indian operations are nine-tenths of the Institute, because the  
big money is there, the Fellows are there, and the big 
administrative staff is there.2 

 
Harking back to the original conception of the line of authority, Dimock stated that 

 
…the Trustees and some of the committee people seem to think 
that they have final say about what goes on in the 
organization…[but] I think that is not fair, and I think it is also not 
true.3 

 
In discussion of the AIIS bureaucracy he said, 

 
…there is too little realization in this country [U.S.A.] that the real 
body of the organization lies somewhere else; it lies in India.  
That’s where the heart-beat is, that’s where the muscle is, and 
everything else.4 

 
When it was suggested that ultimate control and authority come from the U.S., Dimock said, 
 

Hopefully with consultation back and forth.  Authority, I think, 
would be putting it too strongly.  Control also is perhaps too 
strong.  I think it is joint direction, guided jointly.5 
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After the end of the Brown presidency when control and authority still emanated from the 

U.S. side, the nature of the Institute changed quite dramatically, and the center of gravity moved 
to India.  Dimock suggested this was a result of the 

 
…weight of the money in India and the administration of that 
money.6 

 
It was into the top echelon of this new locus of power, driven by the existence of large 

rupee funds, that Pradeep R. Mehendiratta was appointed in 1973, ten years after he had started 
work as a clerk in the Institute’s Delhi Center.  Since the story of the Institute in India in the 
years after 1973 has Mehendiratta as its central actor, it is fitting to present a brief review of his 
energetic AIIS career at this juncture.  It is the story of a man who faced and prevailed over 
hardship and who, with his innate intelligence and organizational skills, pulled himself up from 
babu to director.  From a traditional low-level position in government service, Mehendiratta 
became the first really successful Indian director of a major American academic organization in 
India.  In an interview in 1992 Mehendiratta said that if he had continued in Government of India 
service he would then have become Joint Secretary in some Ministry.  Fortunately for the AIIS 
he chose a different path. 
 
  b. Life and Career of P. R. Mehendiratta 

Pradeep R. Mehendiratta was born in the small town of Lodhran, in Multan District of 
Punjab Province in what is now Pakistan.7   In a 1992 interview he explained: 

 
Nobody knows the actual year of my birth; my mother 

would have known.  All I know is that I was born in the winter of 
some year, four days after the death of my father.  I was the first 
and last child…my mother was the only relation that brought me 
up.8 

 
 His schooling in Multan District came to an end with Independence and Partition on 15 
August 1947.  At the age of 14 he migrated along with millions more to India, becoming 
separated from his mother during the migration.  After some four months he was reunited with 
his mother in Kurukshetra (a small town in Indian Punjab, now in Haryana State that was formed 
in November 1966).  Together they went to a village near the Punjab town of Hisar (now in 
Haryana) where he went to high school and matriculated.  To make ends meet, he worked for 
some time as a porter at a railway station.9  One day at the station a traveler passing through was 
struck by the fact that this intelligent and obviously educated porter was no ordinary coolie.  So 
this traveler took Pradeep off the railway platform and saw to his further education, particularly 
in accounting, management, and English.  Thanks to this benefactor Mehendiratta was able to 
enroll as a part-time student at Deshbandhu College in Delhi. 
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Illustration 19 
Dr. Pradeep R. Mehendiratta, First AIIS Director General 
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Mehendiratta also obtained a clerical job as personal secretary to the Chief Engineer of 
the Government of India’s Central Water and Power Commission in New Delhi, where he 
worked from 1953 to 1957 while continuing his education.  After completing his BA in 1957, 
Mehendiratta went to work as secretary to the Registrar of the National Council for Applied 
Economic Research (NCAER) where he stayed until 1963. 

Towards the end of his job with the NCAER, Mehendiratta saw an advertisement for a 
job as part-time assistant to David G. Mandelbaum, Professor of Anthropology from the 
University of California-Berkeley.  Mandelbaum, a longtime colleague of W. Norman Brown’s 
in the development of South Asian studies in the U.S., was elected to the Executive Committee 
of the AIIS in 1961 and served on it during 1962 and 1963 and again from 1964-66.  Having 
been awarded a Faculty Research Fellowship for 1963-64, Mandelbaum left for India shortly 
after attending the Executive Committee Meeting of 30 July 1963.  He was designated Senior 
Fellow in New Delhi with the responsibility of establishing the Institute’s New Delhi Regional 
Center.  

When Mandelbaum arrived in New Delhi and began looking for an assistant, he 
interviewed Mehendiratta who had answered his newspaper ad.  Mehendiratta came 
recommended by Dr. S. P. Aggarwal, an acquaintance of Mandelbaum’s who also had known 
Mehendiratta at NCAER.  Through this fortunate combination of circumstances, Mehendiratta 
began work as a secretary for Mandelbaum on a part-time basis (probably in August – September 
1963).10  When Mandelbaum established the AIIS Regional Center in November 1963, 
Mehendiratta was hired to be its full-time Office Secretary and Mandelbaum’s personal assistant. 
Thus Mehendiratta’s formal association with the AIIS began in November 1963.11 

David Mandelbaum’s Senior Fellowship ended on 1 September 1964, and the next Senior 
Fellow, Charles Freeman, was not able to take over before 1 January 1965. In the interim, 
arrangements had been made by Richard Lambert, who was Senior Fellow in Poona, for Paul 
Miller to fill in at the Delhi Center.  Miller was not a South Asianist and had arrived in New 
Delhi to head the Quaker Centre, but he was willing to provide general supervision to the 
Institute’s Delhi office for four months.12  Charles Freeman then ran the Delhi Center from 
January 1965 until the fall of 1965, when Morris D. Morris arrived to be Senior Fellow. 

The year 1964 proved to be a year of many opportunities for Pradeep Mehendiratta.  In 
mid-April 1964 David Mandelbaum, while still the Senior Fellow ostensibly in charge of the 
Delhi Center,  moved to Kasauli, a small hill-station near Simla (then in Punjab, now in 
Himachal Pradesh) and stayed there till August.  In his 1965 report on the Delhi Center Freeman 
wrote that: 

 
The Office Secretary [Mehendiratta] was therefore in 

charge of the office in New Delhi and was rendering help to the 
Fellows stationed in Delhi.  He took advantage of the spare time he 
had at his disposal in establishing contacts with the people in the 
Ministries of Education, External Affairs and Home Affairs and 
other Government offices.  The Head Office in Poona made use of 
the services of Mr. Mehendiratta by asking him to approach people 
in those ministries to get the cases relating to approval of projects, 
grant of visas and income-tax matters expedited.13 

 
In addition Lambert, a Senior Fellow in Poona, planned to 
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…keep our most efficient Mr. Mehendiratta both busy and I 
believe happy14 

 
by having him set up and run a small transient hostel for Institute Junior Fellows. 

By that time D. D. Karve in Poona had requested Brown to authorize Mehendiratta  
 
…to sign cheques individually up to Rs. 750/- 

 
and in his letter on this matter Karve referred to Mehendiratta as: 

 
Administrative Assistant.15 

 
This seemed to indicate that Mehendiratta had been upgraded from Office Secretary in the eyes 
of Poona Headquarters, although Freeman’s Fall 1965 report still referred to him as Office 
Secretary. 

Freeman also stated that 
 
Mr. Mehendiratta was placed in charge of the guest house as well 
as of the office. 

 
In this report Freeman provided a lengthy section entitled “Functions of Office Secretary.”  
Excerpts follow: 

 
The day-to-day operation of the Delhi Office falls largely 

on the shoulders of the Office Secretary who is in direct charge of 
the rest of the staff. 

The Office Secretary helps individual Fellows in making  
contacts with people in Government and in other agencies in Delhi. 
 When necessary, he gives letters of introduction to Fellows for 
various libraries. 

He is in direct charge of the guest house and its staff.  
Fellows wishing accommodation normally write to him for 
reservations. 

The Office Secretary and the Driver normally meet new 
arrivals at the airport where the Office Secretary helps them with 
customs clearance and pays their stipends if need be on the spot.  
He often goes with departing Fellows to expedite departure 
formalities at the airport. 

[He] is authorized to sign cheques…up to Rs. 750/-…He  
submits the [Office] accounts twice a month to Poona Office…16 

 
From April 1964 when Mandelbaum moved to the hill station until January 1965 when 

Freeman arrived to take over as Senior Fellow, the thirty-one year-old Mehendiratta assumed 
many new and unanticipated responsibilities. 
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Probably the most important of all Mehendiratta’s activities at this time involved 
establishing contacts with the three Government ministries crucial to AIIS existence and 
operations: Education, External Affairs, and Home. 

When Morris D. Morris arrived to take over the Senior Fellowship in late 1965, he noted 
that Mehendiratta was still only a clerk – “Office Secretary” in Freeman’s report – not even 
Administrative Assistant, although Karve had already used that title.  Morris said: 

 
It was clear to me that he [Mehendiratta] was the person who was 
running the thing, and he was incredibly ambitious. 

 
Morris also noted that Mehendiratta was, 

 
…at that time working on his MBA, going out to the University of 
Delhi every night or so…he arranged for me to wangle a permit to 
get him a motor scooter.  I was just impressed no end by his energy 
and his connections, and I asked Poona that he be promoted from 
clerk status.  He had had a GOI position, and was also at the same  
time running a janitorial service to clean public buildings and 
private commercial buildings… 

 
Morris went on to say that Mehendiratta 

 
…was in place when I came in, a young man with an enormous 
amount of responsibility and clearly doing that job well.17 

 
Poona headquarters, despite Karve’s reference noted above, seemed reluctant to recognize 
Mehendiratta’s actions and accomplishments.  In fact, according to Morris, Director Simons did 
not seem to realize how much Mehendiratta was doing in Delhi.  In Poona they believed that 
most AIIS activity was right there.  According to Morris, Simons told Mehendiratta to sign 
himself “Administrative Assistant,” even though that generated tension with the “Poona clerks.” 
 Morris realized that Mehendiratta was performing the role of an Administrative Officer 
particularly in his liaison work with GOI officials.  Before Morris left, he saw to it that 
Mehendiratta would be promoted to that rank. 

In 1966-67, after Morris left, the Senior Fellowship again was left vacant; thus 
Mehendiratta was again in sole charge of the Delhi office.  Thomas Simons, the Resident 
Director in Poona, wrote in his Director’s Report for 1967: 

 
The Executive Committee decided to withhold the appointment of 
a Senior Fellow at New Delhi.  This experiment of leaving a center 
without a Senior Fellow was only partially successful.  It was 
eminently successful from the management point of view; Mr. 
Mehendiratta, the Administrative Officer, is commended for 
carrying on the functions of liaison with the Government of India, 
collection of research aids and administration of the Center.  Little 
progress was made, however, toward making the New Delhi 
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Center, as happened in Calcutta, a vibrant factor in the cultural and 
intellectual affairs of the community.18 

 
Given the big boost to Mehendiratta by Morris D. Morris in 1965-66 and with another 

full year of sole administrative responsibility for the New Delhi Center, as well as primary 
responsibility for liaison with the GOI, Mehendiratta indeed proved himself, in Simons’ words 

 
…thoroughly capable of performing the management functions of 
the Center.19 

 
The next Senior Fellow in Delhi was J. A. B. van Buitenen in 1967-68.  He was not an 

active administrator, and he was happy to let Mehendiratta continue to run the show.  During van 
Buitenen’s time Mehendiratta was able to consolidate Delhi’s place in the Institute’s 
administration in India with himself in charge.  By the time Ainslie Embree came as Senior 
Fellow in 1968-69, Mehendiratta had had several years experience in the most responsible 
position at what was becoming the center of Institute activity in India. 

After Thomas Simons left Poona in June 1969 and D. D. Karve became Acting Director 
(as well as continuing as Executive Officer), P. R. Mehendiratta was named Deputy Executive 
Officer in New Delhi.  At this point he had been noticed by other organizations.  A letter from 
Marcus Franda, the next Senior Fellow, to President W. Norman Brown warned of  

 
…the possibility that Mr. Mehendiratta might be leaving for the  
Ford Foundation.  Both Ford and an American private concern 
have made him attractive offers which he is presently 
considering.20 

 
Nothing seems to have come of this, but Mehendiratta’s value to the Institute was greatly 
enhanced by this outside judgment. 

When Robert J. Miller came to New Delhi in September 1970 to be what turned out to be 
the final American Resident Director of the AIIS, D. D. Karve became Co-Director in Poona, 
and P. R. Mehendiratta was named Executive Officer, thereby moving that position from Poona 
to New Delhi.  As a symbol of his having arrived at the top echelon, Mehendiratta accompanied 
Karve and Miller to the Annual Meeting of the AIIS Board of Trustees in Washington, D.C. on 
28 March 1971.  This was his first – and first official – visit to the United States. 

The end of Miller’s Resident Directorship saw the end of an era.  The GOI decided not to 
allow further foreign administrators of educational organizations such as the AIIS.  During the 
second year of Embree’s presidency D. D. Karve continued for a year in Poona as Co-Director 
with Mehendiratta in New Delhi as Executive Officer.  The administration was effectively 
“Indianized” to accord with GOI wishes.  Making it formal Institute policy even as Miller was 
leaving New Delhi, the AIIS’ ad hoc Committee on the Future of the AIIS in India, chaired by 
Ralph Retzlaff, issued its report [“Retzlaff I”] to the Trustees on 15 August 1972.  Its 
recommendations were formally approved at a special Board Meeting on 16-17 September 1972. 

According to the Retzlaff Committee: 
 
The position of Resident Director in India shall be eliminated and 
the duties previously performed by the Resident Director shall be 
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allocated among the President of the AIIS and the Executive 
Officer [in New Delhi].21 

 
This was to be effected by a presidential visit twice a year and by the appointment of an 
Executive Officer, 

 
…an administrator whose duty is to discharge the services required 
for the routine operation of the Institute’s affairs in India, 
including the clearance of visas.22 

 
The Committee specifically stated in draft recommendation #4 that 

 
…the present position of the Co-Director [held by D. D. Karve] 
shall, at an appropriate time in the future, be redesignated at the 
level of an Executive Officer.23 

 
The person in charge was to be an Indian national.  

“Retzlaff I” also stated: 
 
…that the authority to initiate…any policy changes, or to enter any 
substantive negotiations with the Indian government be retained 
with the President of the AIIS, who is directly responsible to the 
Executive Committee and the Board of Trustees. 

 
The report specifically stated:  

 
The Executive Officer would not be empowered to enter into any 
policy negotiations on behalf of the AIIS with the GOI.24 

 
On 16-17 September 1972 the Board of Trustees accepted the Retzlaff Committee’s  

Recommendations.  Until 30 June 1973 D. D. Karve remained Co-Director in Poona, and 
Mehendiratta remained a solidly-entrenched and highly-regarded Executive Officer in New 
Delhi. 

At the time that Dimock succeeded Embree as President on 1 July 1973, D. D. Karve 
took on the diminished role of Co-Director Emeritus and Consultant to the Trustees, and the 
Poona office was reduced to the status of a Regional Office.  Whatever central administrative 
functions remained in Poona were thereafter transferred to New Delhi.  Mehendiratta continued 
as Executive Officer in New Delhi but with greatly enlarged responsibilities and an indisputable 
place at the apex of the Institute’s administration in India. 

Within a month, in a letter to President Dimock, Mehendiratta mentioned a meeting he 
had just had with 

 
Mr. Ramakrishnan, Offg. Director of the USEFI [U.S. Educational 
Foundation in India, also known as the Fulbright organization],” 

 
and in a handwritten postscript he asked Dimock: 
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Incidentally is it possible to change my title in a similar manner?  
In Indian Bureaucratic system such titles are very helpful.  If 
approved, I will use the new title only for outside communication 
and not in AIIS.25 

 
Dimock pursued this matter by polling the Executive Committee with a memo on 17 August 
1973 that requested members’ and officers’ opinions.  Of eight replies, seven were in the 
affirmative, while Past-President Embree, who anyway did not have a vote on the Executive 
Committee, registered his disapproval.  Embree’s reasoning was that the spirit if not the letter of 
the Retzlaff report quite deliberately downgraded the office in New Delhi by specifying that it 
should be run by an Executive Officer not a Director.  He pointed out further that his reading of 
the Retzlaff Report and its acceptance by the Trustees was that it was intended 

 
…to prevent policy decisions being made in India,26 

 
Embree felt that this was a ploy by Pradeep Mehendiratta to get around that.  Other respondents, 
including Ralph Retzlaff himself, agreed that 

 
…such little changes in nomenclature are extremely important in 
the context in which he [Mehendiratta] finds himself27 

 
and voted for acceptance.  Donald Murray, for instance, replied: 

 
I am quite in accord with making the change since titles carry great 
weight when one is dealing with the GOI.28 

 
Dimock then polled the Trustees with this note: 

 
Pradeep Mehendiratta has written to me that for purposes of 
dealing with the GOI he would be in a better position to negotiate 
were he to have the title of Officiating Director.  This would put 
him on a par with Mr. Ramakrishnan of USEFI.  The Executive 
Committee has recommended that the change in title be made.  If 
you have objections, please register them by September 15.  
Otherwise I will assume your assent. 

 
There is no documentation that any objections were registered; so Dimock was able to inform 
Mehendiratta to make the change. 

In some 1974 draft notes clarifying the status, functions, and responsibilities of the AIIS 
offices (Headquarters and Regional offices) in India following the implementation of the 
Retzlaff Report, Dimock wrote: 

 
…all of the Institute’s important officers got a vote of confidence.  
It was decided that the Officiating Officer [sic], by virtue of his 
talent and his dedication to the causes of the Institute, and on the 
unanimous and high recommendations of all those who had 
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worked with him, should be in charge of the Institute’s all-India 
operations, including policy decisions of the sort that require 
neither consultation with the President or referral to the Trustees.29 

 
Thus Mehendiratta appeared to be empowered not just to carry out administrative policies 
emanating from the U.S. but also to make a variety of policy decisions on the spot in India.  This 
represented a major change and was another element in the shifting of the center of gravity from 
the U.S. to India.  

Mehendiratta remained Officiating Director from 1973 until 1975 when the Executive 
Committee at its meeting on 22 March agreed with Dimock’s suggestion that 

 
…especially since it was now clear that we would never again 
have an American Director in India, and that the current 
arrangements  
are more than satisfactory, the title of P. R. Mehendiratta be 
changed from Officiating Director to Director.  In addition to a 
recognition of the outstanding job he has done, this change would 
give Mehendiratta parity in rank and authority with his 
counterparts in other agencies.30 

 
Accordingly a resolution to this effect was passed.  As of March 1975 Pradeep Mehendiratta had 
become AIIS Director. 

In 1979, according to Braj Kachru, Professor of Linguistics at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign and a friend of Mehendiratta’s since 1968, Pradeep 

 
…in a rather casual manner, first discussed with me his plans to 
undertake this comparative study in higher education 
administration.31 

 
This was Mehendiratta’s announcement that he would seek another credential, the Ph.D.  

This credential, it had been suggested, would serve to put him on par with all those senior 
American scholars he was daily dealing with as Director of the AIIS in India.  Accordingly he 
set about doing a comparative study, a cross-cultural research undertaking, of the administration 
of universities in the U.S. and in India.  His modus operandi was simple: since he visited the 
U.S. twice every year on Institute business, he decided to do the American part of his research at 
the University of Illinois that had had long-standing connections with several Indian universities. 
 It greatly aided him that his good friend Dr. Sarup Singh, who was formerly Vice-Chancellor of 
Delhi University, was for several years a Visiting Professor of English at the University of 
Illinois and was able to help him make the right contacts with local administrators.  Braj Kachru, 
whom Mehendiratta had known since 1968, was also instrumental in facilitating his research. 

In his “Acknowledgment” in the book that issued from his dissertation, Mehendiratta 
noted: 

 
Field work for this study was supported by the Ford Foundation, 
and the Indo-U.S. Subcommission on Education and Culture in 
New York…32 
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He thanked Donald Murray for making available, 

 
…all the information on the University of Pennsylvania 

 
and he expressed his gratitude to President Dimock of the AIIS 

 
…for granting me permission to work on this study.33 

 
In particular he thanked Professors Yamuna and Braj Kachru of the University of Illinois and Dr. 
Sarup Singh, erstwhile Vice-Chancellor of Delhi University, for encouragement and direction of 
his work.  Braj Kachru, in his “Foreword” to the book, recalls, 

 
I watched him winter after winter, during his annual visits to the 
University of Illinois…spend hours in the University 
Archives…glued to documents about the university budget…[etc. 
etc.] 

 
At first Mehendiratta focused on Indo-U.S. initiatives to establish agricultural universities in 
India and compared them to American land-grant institutions.  But eventually his project became 
restricted to comparing the administration of the University of Delhi (not by any stretch an 
agricultural university) with that of the University of Illinois. 

Mehendiratta also expressed his gratitude to 
 
My supervisor, Professor Dool Singh, Professor of Commerce  
and Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Business Management, 
Kurukshetra University

 
for encouragement and assistance.  It was to this Faculty at Kurukshetra University that 
Mehendiratta submitted his dissertation in 1982-83.  Fortunately the University did not have a 
residency requirement.  The dissertation was judged successful, and Mehendiratta was awarded 
the doctorate in 1983.34  The dissertation was prepared for publication in 1984.35 

During his fall 1983 visit to the U.S., just after he finished work on publication of his 
dissertation, Mehendiratta was felled by a heart attack.  How much of this was due to his 
extraordinarily frantic schedule, juggling his already burdensome job as Director with the 
additional tension of completing his doctoral project, is hard to assess.  Mehendiratta’s heart 
attack followed by six months the discovery of President Dimock’s laryngeal cancer and the 
time-consuming and draining treatment that ensued.  For a while, therefore, in 1983 the AIIS 
lacked its leaders on both sides of the world.  Fortunately, both recuperated amazingly quickly, 
and the Institute was kept running by Vice-President Frederick Asher, Chair of the Board Frank 
Conlon, and a dedicated staff both in Chicago and New Delhi. 

That Mehendiratta’s heart attack brought on depression and worries about his future in 
the Institute is evidenced by a letter addressed to him from Dimock in December 1983 assuring 
him: 
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…that the AIIS simply cannot get along without you, and I want to 
take this opportunity to assure you that as long as the Institute  
exists, as long as you are able, and barring major crisis, you will 
remain its Director.  Insofar as an institution can be bound up in a 
single individual, AIIS is in you at this point in time…The Institute 
is committed to you, then, as I know you are to the Institute…36 

 
For reasons that remain unclear but may have had to do with Trustees questioning his ability to 
function effectively after his heart attack and discussing his possible retirement and possible 
succession, Mehendiratta remained despondent, and in July 1984 he wrote a terse note to 
President Dimock: 

 
Since I have lost confidence of my colleagues, I am hereby 
resigning and handing over the charge to Mr. Suri.37 

 
Frederick Asher, who held no official Institute position at the time, happened to arrive in New 
Delhi just then.  He reported to Dimock that the problems were being resolved and requested 
Dimock to refuse to accept Mehendiratta’s resignation and to proffer his support to the 
Director.38  Presumably the crisis was weathered, and Mehendiratta carried on.  But that was a 
bad spot in the Institute’s life. 

Despite regaining his health and having his book published, Mehendiratta chose not to 
attend Trustees’ Meetings in 1984 and 1985.  He was able to attend the Executive Committee 
and Trustees meetings in March 1986.  He planned to return for the September 1986 Executive 
Committee Meeting, but, as luck would have it, the Pan Am plane he was traveling on was 
hijacked at the Karachi Airport.  Pradeep spent a very uncomfortable night and day sitting on the 
feet of passengers in the Economy class.  When the airport assault team stormed the plane and 
the shooting began, Pradeep escaped onto the plane’s wing and dropped to the tarmac, breaking 
his leg and injuring his back.  He crawled to the terminal where a Pakistani Rotarian spotted 
Pradeep’s Rotary pin and arranged to take him from the airport to a local hospital for some 
immediate medical attention.  The fact that Pradeep was not in the airport when the first official 
list of survivors was released led to widespread fear that he had died during the hijacking.  This 
was followed by immense relief when he turned up in a Karachi hospital.  Pradeep’s injuries 
forced him to return from Karachi to India for full-scale treatment.  For the next year Pradeep 
walked with a cane until his leg was fully mended. 

Mindful of the Institute’s vulnerability on account of illness and international terrorism, 
the Executive Committee decided to set up an ad hoc Committee consisting of Susanne Rudolph 
and John Richards to travel to India and consider a number of matters, one of which was the 
AIIS structure and staff in India.39  With regard to the Director’s office in India the Richards-
Rudolph Committee stated: 

 
During the last few years the Director’s hijacking and his 

heart attack have heightened our awareness of the need (in the 
short run) of maintaining adequate personnel arrangements so that 
the Delhi office can (in the long run) be preparing for a smooth 
transition to the successor when the Director retires…We have 
thought about how the Institute should prepare for a succession, on 
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the presumption that Pradeep Mehendiratta will continue to be the 
Director for a significant number of years.  We need to consider 
the alternatives of internal and external recruitment.  As currently 
organized, there is not a clear track for training a replacement for 
the Director.40 

 
A committee of four Vice-Presidents (present and past) commented in 1988 on the 

Richards-Rudolph report on AIIS Structures and Staff and came up with a recommendation to 
 
Request our Director to draw up and present a plan for his eventual 
retirement and the succession, at some point in the future, of a new 
Director.41 

 
In this regard the committee noted  

 
…the enormous value of Pradeep’s role in the Institute 

 
and continued: 

 
…the need to prepare for his eventual retirement, and we stress the 
word eventual, is itself proof of his central importance and the 
outstanding job he has done over the years.42 

 
Mehendiratta’s response in 1989 was 

 
As far as I know the Institute does have a succession planning 
process.  When Dr. Karve retired I was upgraded to the position of 
Executive Officer of the Institute and when the Resident Director 
retired I was promoted to the position of the Director [sic, 
Officiating Director] of the Institute.43 

 
After discussing the situation in each of the Regional Centers as well as Headquarters, 
Mehendiratta recommended changes in various titles.  The first change he recommended in this 
1989 statement was: 

 
1) The Director may be retitled as Director-General.44 

 
In the 1984-86 Biennial Report (page 9) Mehendiratta was listed as “Director and Vice- 

President,” the latter a title he began to use in the process of a fund-raising campaign in India.  
This title of Vice-President did not refer to an elective office; nor was it limited in term.  It was 
to be distinguished from the constitutionally mandated “Vice-President” who was an elected 
officer of the Corporation.  In the 1990-92 Biennial Report (page 8) Mehendiratta used the title 
Executive Director for the first time.  He used that title until March 1994, when an Executive 
Committee action of 25-26 September 1993 was formalized: 

 
It is resolved that the titles of the following personnel be upgraded  
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as follows: Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta from Executive Director and 
Vice-President to Director General and Vice-President…45 

 
His 1989 recommendation was finally implemented.  Thus Pradeep Mehendiratta moved up to 
the rank of Director General in 1994, capping his remarkable thirty-year march up through the 
AIIS ranks from Office Secretary. 

 
ENDNOTES, V. C. 2. 

1. Minutes of the Inter-University Conference to Establish an American Institute for Indian 
Studies, New York, 30 April 1961, p. 10. 

2. Interview with Edward C. Dimock, Jr., Cape Cod, 4 March 1994, tape transcription, p. 
16. 

3. Ibid., p. 20. 
4. Ibid., p. 19. 
5. Ibid., p. 20. 
6. Ibid., p. 21. 
7. Lodhran Tehsil of Multan District had a population of 128,000 according to the 1913 

Gazetteer, with the town of that name listed as 14,000. 
8. Interview with Pradeep R. Mehendiratta in New Delhi, 27 February 1992, tape 

transcription, p. 1. 
9. This episode is described in Edward C. Dimock, Jr.’s “Foreword” in Jagdish S. Yadav’s 

Pradeep: Index to Felicitation and Commemoration Volumes – Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta 
Felicitation Volume, New Delhi: Manohar, 1991 and in an interview with Dimock on 21 
October 1991 in Chicago, tape transcription, pp. 12-13. 

10. In an interview in New Delhi, 27 February 1992 Mehendiratta recalled that this was in 
1962, but there is clear documentation that Mandelbaum could not have arrived in Delhi 
until late 1963. 

11. Some discrepancies exist over this date.  In his “Foreword” to Pradeep… (noted in  
Endnote #9) Dimock wrote that Mehendiratta “came to the Institute in 1962” after 
service in the Government of India.  Pradeep himself in an interview in 1992 told me he 
came in 1962 but then explained that that was when he started working for Mandelbaum 
who had come to do research and only later became Senior Fellow and established the 
Institute office.  As mentioned above, it is clear that Mandelbaum could not have come 
earlier than August or September of 1963.  So in the interests of accuracy for the 
historical record the date November 1963 seems to be the correct one for Mehendiratta’s 
first position in the Institute itself. [M.L.P.P.] 
 

12. Letter of Richard D. Lambert to W. Norman Brown, 25 August 1964, p. 3. 
13. Charles Freeman, Report on New Delhi Office, 31 October 1965, seven pages. 
14. Letter of Richard D. Lambert to W. Norman Brown, 25 August 1964. 
15. Letter of D. D. Karve to W. Norman Brown, 29 June 1964. 
16. Charles Freeman, op cit., pp. 5-6. 
17. Interview of Morris D. Morris, tape transcription, pp. 3-4. 
18. Thomas Simons in his “Director’s Report” submitted to the Executive Committee, 11 

August 1967 (nineteen pages), pp. 16-17. 
19. Ibid. 



V. C. 2.  Pradeep R. Mehendiratta in New Delhi: 1963 - 
 

- 360 - 

20. Letter of Marcus Franda to W. Norman Brown, 12 September 1969. 
21. Ralph Retzlaff, Chair, Report of the Committee on the Future of the AIIS in India, 15  

August 1972 (five pages), plus two pages of recommendations; and “Recommendations 
approved by the Board of Trustees,” 16-17 September 1972. 

22. Ibid. 
23. Ibid. 
24. Ibid. 
25. Letter of P. R. Mehendiratta to Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 31 July 1973. 
26. Letter of Ainslie Embree to Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 29 August 1973. 
27. Letter of Ralph Retzlaff to President Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 24 August 1973. 
28. Letter of Donald Murray to President Dimock, 21 August 1973. 
29. Notes on Retzlaff Report, by Edward C. Dimock, Jr., July 1974. 
30. Minutes of the Executive Committee, 22 March 1975, p. 4. 
31. Braj B. Kachru, Professor of Linguistics and of Education, University of Illinois, in his 

“Foreword” to P. R. Mehendiratta’s University Administration in India and the USA: 
Approaches, Issues and Implications, a Comparative Study, New Delhi: Oxford & IBH 
Publishing Co., 1984, Three-hundred seventy-three pages, p. iii. 

32. Ibid., pp. ix-x. 
33. Ibid., p. ix. 
34. The published list of Indian dissertations shows that Mehendiratta’s dissertation was 

entitled University Administration in India and the United States: Case Studies of the 
University of Delhi and the University of Illinois.  It was accepted by Kurukshetra 
University in 1982-83. 

35. Cited above in Endnote #31. 
36. Letter of Edward C. Dimock, Jr. to Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta in New Delhi, December 

1983. 
37. Letter of Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta to Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 16 July 1984. 
38. Telegram sent to Edward C. Dimock, Jr. in Chicago by Frederick Asher in New Delhi, 20 

July 1984.  It would have arrived before Mehendiratta’s letter had time to reach Chicago. 
39. John F. Richards and Susanne H. Rudolph, “Report to the AIIS’ Executive Committee,” 

11 September 1987. 
40. Ibid., pp. 7-8. 
41. Vice-President Richard Barnett wrote the report based on discussions with past Vice-

Presidents Susan Huntington, Arjun Appadurai, and Robert Goldman, and submitted the 
“Vice-Presidents Recommendations on the Richards-Rudolph Report of September 1987 
as Revised 22 March 1988,” four pages. [exact date unclear]. 

42. Ibid., p. 2. 
43. Pradeep Mehendiratta, “Succession Planning for AIIS-India,” 1989, eleven pages. 
44. Ibid., p. 10. 
45. Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 24 March 1994, p. 8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



V. C. 2.  Pradeep R. Mehendiratta in New Delhi: 1963 - 
 

- 361 - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



V. d.  AIIS OFFICES IN INDIA: REGIONAL CENTERS  
 

- 362 - 

CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 V. D. AIIS OFFICES IN INDIA: REGIONAL CENTERS IN NEW DELHI, 

 CALCUTTA, MADRAS, AND POONA / PUNE 
  1. First Phase: 1963-73 
   Chart 1: Senior Fellows at the Regional Centers: 1963-72 
  2. Regional Centers After Reorganization: 1973-97 
   Chart 1: Regional Officers 
 ENDNOTES, V. D. 

 
 

CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 

V. D. AIIS OFFICES IN INDIA: REGIONAL CENTERS IN NEW DELHI, 
 CALCUTTA, MADRAS, AND POONA / PUNE 

 1. First Phase: 1963-73 
The original Proposal of January 1961 drafted by W. Norman Brown and Henry Hart 

stated: 
 
The proper intellectual and administrative guidance of the Institute 
and the centralization of the basic instruction given in it require a 
single headquarters.  Advanced language instruction, dissertation 
research and mature scholarship, however, need to be done in the 
distinctive cultural regions of India.  The Institute will, therefore, 
function through a headquarters and at other locations as 
needed…the headquarters should be established at the site of the 
Deccan College, Poona, with the expectation of operating also, as 
need arises, at Madras, Calcutta and Delhi.1 

 
The same language was incorporated into the revised Proposal redrafted by the American 

Embassy in late 1961 after the Institute was incorporated (4 October 1961) and presented to the 
Government of India in early 1962.  By the time the Department of State, after receiving GOI 
permission, had authorized the use of P. L. 480 rupees for the AIIS in June 1962, it had 
eliminated allocation of the funds requested for operations at Madras, Calcutta and Delhi.  
Rather than giving up on this plan, the AIIS Trustees in October 1962 discussed the 

 
…need for substations in Madras and Calcutta as well as 
Delhi…[and] the hope was expressed that Faculty Research  
Fellows in India during the coming year might help make 
arrangements in those localities.2 

 
In 1963 the Institute’s Executive Committee expressed serious concern that the 

Department of State had again stricken funds for regional offices from the new budget.  It 
reiterated that  

 
Regional offices were an integral part of the original 
proposal…accepted by the American Embassy and the appropriate 
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ministries of the Government of India.3 
 
Accordingly, the Executive Committee passed a resolution to state again 

 
…its finding that the mission of the Institute requires organized 
access to the regionally diverse culture and scholarship of India; 
that its Senior Fellows at Madras, Calcutta and Delhi be asked 
during the 1963-64 year to make an inventory of the possibilities 
and draw up proposals to develop and strengthen Institute 
functions in those locations; that as the first step in this direction 
they make an estimate of the expenditures such a study would 
require and request these funds of the Resident Director in Poona; 
that the Resident Director be authorized to allot not more than 
$10,000 of Institute funds for this purpose among the three 
locations.4 

 
The Institute thereupon, in 1963, appointed as Senior Fellows three scholars who had 

been awarded Faculty Research grants: Richard D. Lambert in Poona; Edward C. Dimock, Jr. in 
Calcutta; and David G. Mandelbaum in New Delhi.  They were assigned 

 
…responsibilities to supervise regional institute activities in their 
regions. 

 
Milton Singer, AIIS Vice-President who planned to be in Madras for three months 

(December 1963 – March 1964), was appointed Senior Fellow in Madras for that period.  These 
Fellows each received a portion of the dollar funds earmarked for this purpose.  To begin with, 
the Resident Director was authorized to permit the Senior Fellows in New Delhi and Calcutta to 
spend up to $5,000 each to establish the Centers.5  The Poona program came out of the 
headquarters’ budget.  A smaller amount was to be made available for the abbreviated and 
apparently last-minute Madras operation not yet officially sanctioned.  As it turned out, Calcutta 
became the most active Center with a Senior Fellow each year from 1963 to 1972.  Delhi and 
Madras had just over half as many (see Chart 1). 

At the Trustees meeting in October 1963 an invited observer from the Department of 
State, Robert J. Boylan, was reported to have made it clear that 

 
…the State Department is not flatly against branch offices.  It has 
looked on the AIIS as a young organization that should not be 
encouraged to expand except as specific reason is shown for each 
type of expansion requested.  The Department would be willing to 
reconsider if the need is demonstrated, and …that if the Institute 
thinks it needs regional offices, and can document the need, it will 
do everything in the world to get them.6 

 
Boylan added that the contract between the Institute and the Department of State was open for 
renegotiation at any point. 

The push to develop regional centers received a boost on 7 February 1964 when the 
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Institute’s new Indian Advisory Committee strongly endorsed the idea.  Professor D. R. Gadgil 
chaired the group including Dr. C. D. Deshmukh and Professors V. Raghavan and M. N. 
Srinivas, that then passed the following resolution: 

 
The Committee noted that Fellows of the Institute conduct field 
work in all parts of India and that they require contacts with Indian 
scholars in various subjects in all regions.  In view of the large size 
of the country and the considerable variation in conditions within 
it, it appeared necessary for the Institute to maintain a number of 
regional centres…Experience with a few such centres had proved 
that they were extremely useful and satisfied a felt need.  The 
Committee noted that the task of Indian scholars in giving 
assistance to Fellows was also greatly facilitated by the 
establishment of regional centres placed in charge of Senior 
American scholars.  The Committee, therefore, strongly endorsed 
the programme of establishing regional centres and equipping 
them suitably.7 

 
Beginning in 1963 the New Delhi and Calcutta Regional Centers were established and 

operated under Senior Fellows with funds disbursed by Poona headquarters.  In Poona for one 
year (1963-64) a Senior Fellow worked out of AIIS Headquarters.  However the Government of 
India for some reason withheld permission to operate an official Center in Madras after Singer’s 
three-month stint in 1963-64.  At the end of his Resident Directorship, McCrea Hazlett noted: 

 
Each of the Senior Faculty Research Fellows worked energetically 
in the establishment of his Center and quickly procured property 
and appointed staff.  There is no doubt that those fellows who 
visited Calcutta and New Delhi profited by the Institute’s offices.  
It is the Institute’s intention to establish a similar office in Madras, 
and certainly this should be done. 
There remains the question of what the Centers will do in those 
years, if there are any, when there are no Senior Faculty Research 
Fellows to head them.  Because of this recurrent possibility 
particular attention must be given to securing an Indian staff which 
will be able to carry on at least the vital functions of each Center.  
The Administrative Assistants in New Delhi and Calcutta both 
seemed capable of doing this.  It is expected that a similar person 
will be appointed in Madras.8 

 
If aiding research activities and advising on living arrangements were the primary 

original purposes of the Regional Centers, W. Norman Brown in 1965 reported that Senior 
Fellows were being overwhelmed by the demands of providing residential accommodations for 
Fellows, namely in running hostels.  He noted that this operation was uneconomic and a drain on 
the Institute’s dollar resources.  In the first few years rupees to the AIIS from the Department of 
State could not be used for expenses of the Centers, and fees accrued from renting rooms 
nowhere near covered the costs of running the facilities.9  The question of providing even limited 



V. d.  AIIS OFFICES IN INDIA: REGIONAL CENTERS  
 

- 365 - 

hostel facilities continued to bedevil the Institute. 
Brown’s and the Executive Committee’s concerns over priorities led in 1965 to a request 

to the American Resident Director in Poona to review the working of the Regional Centers and 
make recommendations for the future.  Thomas Simons produced a detailed report in August 
1966.10  He started out by rehearsing the purposes of the Centers.  They were, he said, threefold: 

 
Collect information concerning study and research facilities for 
scholars; assist scholars in getting instruction in Indian languages; 
and provide a center for meetings of scholars and transient housing 
for Fellows, especially Junior Fellows. 

 
To begin with, Simons said, equal importance appeared to have been given to each of 

these.  As an overall administrative center Poona had had the major responsibility for liaison 
with the Government of India, but as of 1966 the Delhi Center was to establish 

 
…a second line of liaison with the Government of India.11 

 
In Simon’s view 

 
…the aims that guided the establishment of the Centers have been 
affected by the changing conditions. 

 
In just four years, he reported, 

 
Two of the major functions of early days – providing research 
facilities and assistance toward language instructions – have 
become defunct or are given minor importance.  This development 
has led to confusion and frustration.12 

 
Moreover, he continued, Fellows, especially Junior Fellows, did not know what to expect from 
the Centers and often made untoward demands for services.  Since each city in which a Center 
was located was different – Poona, Delhi and Calcutta (Madras was not approved in 1966) – 
their functions tended to differ.  In Calcutta there was greater need for a hostel and dining 
facilities as well as meeting rooms for seminars, and there was more active leadership to interact 
with Indian academics on the part of the Senior Fellows than was the case in Delhi.  The 
Administrative Assistant in Calcutta was an academic and could assist in this interchange, while 
in New Delhi the Administrative Assistant was primarily a manager, and in the absence of a 
Senior Fellow the Center suffered as a potential intellectual focus of activity.  The Calcutta 
ambience was much more homogeneous, being thoroughly Bengali (in contrast to New Delhi 
where there was a great cultural mix). 

Simons noted that the growth of the hostel function increased management requirements, 
and the promotion of academic activities declined.  The most important problem that Simons 
singled out was tension the Senior Fellows felt between administering the Center and conducting 
their own research, which was, after all, supposed to be their primary reason for being there.  
One way to have alleviated that problem would have been to increase the Indian staff, but that 
would have been costly, and Simons felt it would have been difficult to get the right personnel.  
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He believed that administrative procedures should be established on an all-India basis with the 
leadership emanating from Poona.  Relations of the Centers with Poona headquarters, Simons 
wrote, 

 
…may be described as the Centers enjoying semi-autonomy, with 
emphasis on the last word.13 

 
He pressed hard for leadership on an all-India basis to come from Poona, and 

 
…while this may have the disadvantage of centralization in one 
sense, it has the advantages of greater flexibility, avoidance of 
duplication, and giving relief to Senior Fellows concerned with 
doing the most personal research possible.14 

 
This, he said, would call for more attention from the Resident Director.  Simons completed his 
report by stating that the main purpose of the Regional Centers is 

 
…to provide those research facilities that will assist [our] 
Fellows…in getting quickly into and pursuing their research 
programs in Indian studies.15 

 
Regional Centers should give advice in gaining access to research materials in museums, 
libraries, government record offices, and to Indian scholars.  He recommended that 

 
…they should conduct seminars for bringing together Fellows, 
Indian and foreign scholars with similar interests.16 

 
To do all that required more space and more staff and could have led to being a full-time job for 
the Senior Fellow.  With the Madras Center in the offing in 1966, Simons felt that Poona 
headquarters, with himself as Resident Director, should assume a more active all-India role, 
provide an all-India perspective, and prevent the over-emphasis on one Regional Center to the 
detriment of others.  To bring this about, Simons recommended that the Executive Committee 

 
…consider the appointment of an American Assistant to the 
Director, as provided in the [NSF] budget.17 

 
This did not come to pass, but a certain proliferation of “American centeredness” and 
“ghettoization” – in Burton Stein’s words (see below) – did take place. 

The Simons report was favorably received by the Executive Committee, which, it should 
be remembered, strongly supported Norman Brown’s insistence on the need for “sub-branches” 
of the AIIS.  The Executive Committee recommended that Regional Centers continue to be 
active forces in the cultural and intellectual life of their localities.  These activities were over and 
above the assistance of various kinds routinely given to Fellows in addition to providing hostel 
facilities. The Calcutta and New Delhi Regional Centers proved to be important components of 
the Institute and were validated by the National Science Foundation.  Impressed by the Centers’ 
work and their potential, the NSF on 1 May 1967 provided $82,700 for a two-year grant to cover 
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costs of developing the Regional Centers.  Acting Director D. D. Karve noted in his report in 
1969 – 70 that a condition of the NSF grant was for Regional Centers 

 
…to render all possible assistance not only to Fellows of the 
Institute but also to other American scholars 
 

and that 
 

…the Institute’s facilities in Poona and the Centers should be made 
available to Indian scholarly organizations for the advancement of 
their work.18 

 
This foreshadowed a later very significant and time-consuming function for the Institute. 

In 1967 the AIIS requested Government of India approval of a Madras Center.  When 
permission was received, Burton Stein, who was in Madras in 1966-67 as a Faculty Fellow, 
agreed to stay on and accepted the position of Senior Fellow for 1967-68 charged with starting 
up the Center.  Its formal inauguration took place on 24 May 1968 just as Richard Saylor took 
over from Burton Stein as Senior Fellow. 

Senior Fellows were appointed in Calcutta from 1963 to 1972, in Madras from 1967 to 
1972, and from 1963 until 1970 in New Delhi.  Poona had a Senior Fellow for only one year 
(1963-64) since, with the appointment of an American Resident Director, there was no need for 
one there.  Following is a list of the incumbents of these positions: 

 
Chart 1: Senior Fellows at the Regional Centers: 1963-72 

* Faculty Training Fellow, all others were Faculty Research Fellows 
 
Year   Calcutta Poona / Pune  New Delhi  Madras 
1963-64  Dimock Lambert  Mandelbaum  Singer 
1964 (Oct-Dec)      Miller    
1964-65  Kling  --   Freeman  -- 
1965-66  McLane --   Morris   -- 
1966 (Summer) Broomfield --        
1966-67  van Meter --   --   -- 
1967-68  Diehl*  --   van Buitenen  Stein 
1968-69  Franda  --   Embree  Saylor 
1969-70  Kopf  --   Franda   Skelton 
1970-71  Kopf  --   --   Franklin 
1971-72  Broomfield --   --   Apte 
 
 
 

Chart 2: Senior Fellows at the Regional Centers 
and Their Home Institutions: 1962-73 

 
 Mahadev Apte  (Duke)    John McLane  (Northwestern) 
 John Broomfield  (Michigan)    David Mandelbaum  (Cal-Berkeley) 
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 Katherine Diehl  (Chicago)    Paul Miller  (Quaker Centre) 
 Edward Dimock  (Chicago)    Morris D. Morris  (Washington) 
 Ainslie Embree  (Columbia)    Richard Saylor  (St. Lawrence) 
 Marcus Franda  (Colgate)    Milton Singer  (Chicago) 
 Albert Franklin  (Kansas State)   William Skelton  (Colgate) 
 Charles Freeman  (National 4-H Clubs)  Burton Stein  (Minnesota) 
 Blair Kling  (Illinois)     J. A. B. van Buitenen  (Chicago) 
 David Kopf  (Minnesota)    Rachel van Meter  (Michigan State) 
 Richard Lambert  (Pennsylvania) 
 

Norman Brown promoted the ideal of an Institute that would serve as a centralized 
outpost of American academe (like the Athens School or the Rome Academy) with its 
headquarters on the Deccan College campus in Poona and academic branches in three other 
major Indian cities.  Brown hoped that each site would become a center of intellectual interaction 
between the local community of American Institute Fellows and their Indian counterparts.  Great 
efforts were made in the sixties, from 1964 to 1969 especially, to put this ideal into practice.  
The results were mixed. 

For reasons suggested above, the Calcutta Center came closest to achieving Brown’s 
goals.  Clearly much depended on the personality and energy of the Senior Fellow.  Several 
reports existed for the Calcutta Center; so we may summarize them at this point. 

The first Senior Fellow in Calcutta was Edward Dimock, a specialist in Bengali 
Language and Literature from the University of Chicago.  His 1964 report covered five areas.  
First was language teaching.  Dimock reported that the plan for the Calcutta Center submitted to 
the Executive Committee at the outset included a responsibility for teaching Bengali to non-
Bengali speakers.  Using linguists trained at Chicago, Dimock supervised a course for some 
dozen non-Bengali speakers, most of whom were stationed in Calcutta for several years and 
needed to know the language.  Even though few of those enrolled in the course were connected 
in any way with the AIIS, Dimock felt the course was a service that was compatible with the 
mission of the Regional Center and was a model for the way in which Bengali should be taught 
to foreigners and other non-Bengalis.  After the first year, however, the course was dropped 
because the Institute decided it should not subsidize the language training of non-Fellows.19 

Dimock mentioned the second goal of the Center, namely to organize a program of 
seminars  

 
which would allow American researchers in the Calcutta area to 
get together periodically and discuss amongst themselves and with 
Indian scholars working in the same field their research problems 
and tentative results.20 

 
This program served two purposes according to Dimock: one, it helped establish the AIIS as an 
agency concerned with serious scholarship, and, two, it provided a forum for the airing of certain 
topics and approaches that would not generally be found in the Calcutta academic environment.  
Dimock led some seven seminars in seven months offered on a variety of topics by both 
American and Indian scholars. 

A third and fourth function of the Center that Dimock noted included hospitality and 
advice.  This advice included information on facilities in Calcutta and on living in Calcutta (the 



V. d.  AIIS OFFICES IN INDIA: REGIONAL CENTERS  
 

- 369 - 

school situation for young dependents of Fellows, for example) and on how to cope with the 
local government bureaucracy.  It also often included advice to Indians on how to get to the U.S. 
to study.  A fifth item that the Senior Fellow had been asked to tend to was the assembling of a 
basic library of reference materials and Western discipline journals not readily available in 
Calcutta.  Dimock thought the idea was an excellent one but decided the budget allocated to the 
Calcutta Center at the onset could not cover this.  The intent of Norman Brown had obviously 
been to establish permanent mini outposts of the Institute.  However carrying out that intention 
was time-consuming and detracted from the research the Fellow had come to do. 

Dimock was followed by Blair Kling and John McLane, both historians of modern 
Bengal from Illinois and Northwestern respectively.  McLane’s report in 1966, covering Kling’s 
year also, seriously questioned the rationale of the Center.  He held only two seminars and did 
not have to introduce Fellows to their Indian counterparts since the two Fellows who were there 
already knew their way around.  McLane, in fact, raised a fundamental question about the 
purpose of the Institute:  

 
Is the Institute living up to the ideal which W. Norman Brown and 
others had in mind when they established it, when it spends about 
$10,000 each year in maintaining the Calcutta centre without 
conducting any appreciable academic activity?21  

 
He suggested that perhaps the time had come when 

 
...the purpose of the regional centres should be reconsidered and 
when the Calcutta centre’s role should be expanded in order to 
give it academic functions, or reduced in size to meet the limited 
demands on its services. 

 
As it stands, he wrote, 

 
the Calcutta centre is a waste of a fine opportunity and a 
considerable sum of money. 

 
Then he continued, 

 
If the Institute as now constituted in Calcutta is not scholarly, what 
is it? 

 
He contended it was an information agency and errand service and a hostel where the visitors 
perforce impinged on what little privacy the Senior Fellow had.22  McLane suggested that the 
Center, given more financial support and enhanced staff, might carry on bibliographic or data 
collection activities such as on Bengali oral traditions23, thereby concentrating on an academic 
and scholarly purpose.  Overall, his report suggested that his stint as Senior Fellow was not 
particularly positive or rewarding. 

John Broomfield, another historian of modern Bengal, took over as Senior Fellow for a 
few months in the summer of 1966.  (He returned in 1971, but no report surfaced from that 
period).  In 1966 Broomfield told President Brown that he gave his “unqualified endorsement” to 
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the principle underlying the maintenance of the Center in Calcutta, and he supported the idea that 
the Institute should provide accommodation and administrative assistance to incoming scholars, 
especially to Junior Fellows at the graduate student level. 

 
This helps them prepare the ground for their research, and assists 
them in making personal contacts.  

 
Broomfield noted that more and more Americans were studying Bengal -- citing the 

establishment in the U.S. of the very active Bengal Studies Conference -- and these Americans 
would need to do field work.  He urged that an organized seminar program be supported and that 
as a long-term project the Center act as the locus for a major bibliography of Bengal studies that 
he thought might attract foundation support.  Furthermore he supported the notion of a 
permanent basic reference library and the maintenance of the Center as a meeting ground 
between Fellows and Indian intellectuals.  Broomfield also made a plea for the maintenance of 
an Institute vehicle because he felt that private transport was essential given the vagaries of the 
Calcutta taxi system at the time.  (The cost of an Institute vehicle and the problems of allocating 
its use by Center staff and Fellows was a recurrent theme in reports from all the Centers.)  
Broomfield did not stay long enough in 1966 to push for or implement his ambitious ideas. 

Probably the most upbeat and successful Senior Fellowship in Calcutta was that of 
Rachel van Meter, a student of Norman Brown’s at Penn and a specialist on modern Bengali 
literature.  In his President’s Report for 1966-67 Brown was especially laudatory of van Meter’s 
efforts to bring Institute Fellows together with the Bengali scholarly community.  Van Meter 
seemed to have managed to do exactly what Brown had envisaged; she held a series of 
discussion groups, bringing together an AIIS Fellow with Indian scholars of the same field.  
Seemingly tirelessly over the year she invited some eighty prominent Indian scholars to attend 
her various functions.  As Brown put it, 

 
These seminars became well-known among Calcutta scholars, 
some of whom came to speak of them as “Dr. Van Meter’s 
Salon.”24 

 
During van Meter’s tenure she also brought U.S. and Indian government and private officials to 
meet Indian and American scholars in social situations, thereby developing a broad base of 
knowledge of the Institute.  Under her supervision the Center compiled a Guide to Calcutta, 
with helpful information on how to deal with academic and personal needs. 

Katherine Diehl, a Faculty Training Fellow in Library Science, followed Rachel van 
Meter.  None of her reports appear to have survived, but she was noted in the Annual Report for 
1967-6825 as having organized two large-scale seminars, one on 16th-19th century resources on 
Greater Calcutta libraries and the second on a similar topic for the Orissa region.26 

Another three Senior Fellows were stationed in Calcutta between 1968 and 1972.  
However details of activities under them were not provided in the Annual Reports, and their 
reports could not be traced.  This period was one of increasingly poor official Indo-U.S. 
relations. Strident anti-Americanism especially in the context of the new Marxist state 
government of West Bengal no doubt persuaded the Calcutta Regional Center to maintain a low 
profile.  During the 1971 Bangladesh War, American scholars of Bengal were notably 
sympathetic to the movement for Bangladesh independence from Pakistan, and that was much 
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appreciated by Bengali intellectuals. 
While in the late 60s the New Delhi and Madras Centers hosted a few seminars, it was 

the Calcutta Center that came closest to realizing Norman Brown’s hopes, in no small measure 
due to the nature of its Bengali focus and its location in the very center of the vibrant Bengali 
culture. The question of Regional Centers as envisaged by Norman Brown was never universally 
approved by American scholars involved with the Institute.  By the time of the Timber Cove 
Planning Conference of 1969 questions were raised about the desirability and relative autonomy 
of the Regional Centers.  A recommendation was made to the Conference that the existence of 
Regional Centers be re-examined especially in regard to the financial constraints of the time, and  

 
...with consideration to their relevance to the appropriate purposes 
of the Institute.27 

 
Unfortunately further documentation of this Conference was not available.  However 

Burton Stein, one of the principals in the Timber Cove discussion of the subject, described in an 
interview his early reaction to the very idea of Regional Centers: 

 
I was against having regional centers...especially in Madras.  
When it was proposed and I was asked to set it up, I did it less 
because I believed in it and more because it enabled me to stay 
there for two years [1966-68]...in fact the general position I took 
on regional centers was my whole objection to the Institute in the 
first place!  That was that it produces a kind of American-
centeredness that I think is bad politically...And the idea of setting 
up these regional centers was just to aggravate [the Deccan 
College situation]...that sort of ghettoization, inviting a kind of 
ghettoization which seemed to me quite wrong for Fellows, Junior 
or Senior, to be seen living in an official house.28 

 
Stein saw the development of Regional Centers as a kind of 

 
academic colonialism and political domination 

 
on the part of American scholars against which charges began to be leveled in the late 60s by 
Indian scholars, particularly those at the University of Delhi.29  Such charges and subsequent 
restrictions on all foreign scholars imposed by the Government of India beginning in 1969 
brought about a critical reappraisal of the Institute’s mission and modus operandi.  By 1973 
Norman Brown’s experiment of regionally based mini-Institutes came to an end, and the 
academic Centers became administrative offices.  The possibility of revival of the idea had to 
wait until the 1990s. 
  
 2. Regional Centers After Reorganization: 1973-97 

As a result of the Government of India constraints on all foreign academic organizations 
in India and of the pressures to “Indianize” their staffs, and particularly after the rough Indo-
American relations at the time of the Bangladesh War, in 1972 the AIIS established a Committee 
on the Future of the AIIS in India chaired by Ralph Retzlaff.  The Retzlaff Report30 
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recommended eliminating the position of American Resident Director in India and stipulated that 
the Regional Centers be reorganized.  This recommendation, ratified by the Institute Trustees at 
their special meeting of 16-17 September 1972, also eliminated the position of American Senior 
Fellow and put each Regional Center under a salaried Indian administrative officer.  The Centers 
were no longer expected to run hostels or promote special programs such as those instituted in 
the early 60s to make them active forces in the local cultural and intellectual life.  The 
experiment of running these somewhat controversial and often burdensome Centers effectively 
came to an end.  The problem of constantly trying to find Fellows willing and able to spend part 
of their research year in India on time-consuming and intrusive administrative work with very 
little compensation was over, and the risk of ghettoization, as Stein had put it, was no more.  The 
next decades saw the development of different kinds of Centers: the Research Centers for Art 
and Archaeology and for Ethnomusicology as well as the Language Program Centers in Varanasi 
and Madurai. 

The move of Headquarters to New Delhi, the elimination of the position of American 
Resident Director, and the down-sizing and changed nature of the Regional Centers took place at 
the same time as the installation of Edward Dimock as Institute President on July 1973 and the 
elevation, in September 1973, of P. R. Mehendiratta from Executive Officer in New Delhi to 
Officiating Director of the AIIS’ Indian operations. 

According to the 1972 report: 
 
While recommending a reduction of the scale of operations and 
“Indianization” of the regional centers, we recognize the good 
work which some of the regional centers have done in the past.  It 
is not our desire to abolish the regional centers, but rather to leave 
in place there a minimum level operation, amply able to meet the 
needs of our Fellows in those regions and to discharge other 
general functions....If the Board of Trustees desires to continue the 
practice of appointing Senior Fellows at each of the regional 
centers, it is our explicit recommendation that such persons not be 
involved in any way with the operation or administration of the 
regional center.31 

 
When the Trustees met to discuss the Retzlaff Report, the recommendation was worded: 

 
The regional centers of the AIIS will be reorganized along the 
following lines.  The staff of each regional center will consist of a 
salaried Indian administrative officer with a secretary.  No 
American Senior Fellow will be appointed in an administrative 
capacity at any of the regional centers.  So long as dollar funds 
from the National Science Foundation remain available, research 
scholars of the Institute may be designated as Senior 
Fellows...These persons will make themselves available for 
professional advice and counsel to those AIIS Fellows who are 
conducting their research in that region.  These Senior Fellows will 
be given a stipend for performing such services.32 
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As far as can be determined, no American research scholar was ever so designated or 
ever functioned in this way with stipendiary compensation.  Furthermore, given the Government 
of India stipulation, no foreigner could henceforth be in administrative charge of a non-official 
foreign academic entity in India.  So Indian staff ran the AIIS regional offices. 

At this point we shall track the changes that Regional Centers underwent over the years 
following their reorganization in 1973.  Poona (now called Pune) went from being Headquarters 
to being a Regional Center.  New Delhi moved from Regional Center status to Headquarters.  
Calcutta and Madras remained Regional Centers.  Judging from the term used in the Institute’s 
Biennial [formerly Annual] Reports, “Regional Centers” became “Regional Offices” during the 
period 1986-88, although they often continued to be called “Centers” in various documents.  
After 1973 the three administrative offices of Pune, Calcutta, and Madras were drastically 
reduced in size and function and were placed in the charge of Regional Officers.  Beginning in 
1984 the Regional Officers were called Deputy Directors.  On 1 July 1987 the Deputy Directors 
were upgraded to Regional Directors. 

 
Chart 1: Regional Officers 

 
Year  Calcutta Poona / Pune  New Delhi  Madras 
1972-74 Mitra  Bhandare  Suri   Krishnaswami 
1974-76 Mitra  Bhandare  Suri   Krishnaswami 
1976-78 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Krishnaswami 
1979-80 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Medury 
1980-81 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
1981-83 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
 

Deputy Directors 
1983-85 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
 

Regional Directors 
1985-87 Mitra  Bhandare  - -   Venugopal Rao 
1988-89 Mitra  Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
1989-91 Mitra  Bhandare  - -   Venugopal Rao 
1991-93 Aditi Sen* Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
1993-95 Aditi Sen* Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
1995-97 Aditi Sen* Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 
1997-   Aditi Sen* Bhandare  - -    Venugopal Rao 

*  Aditi Sen’s responsibilities did not include arranging Fellows’ affiliations, 
and her title remained Administrative Assistant. 

The incumbents of the positions in Chart 1 were:  Madhav D. Bhandare, Meena Krishnaswami, 
Rajender K. Medury, Tarun Mitra, Aditi Sen, Lakhbir S. Suri, and Pappu Venugopal Rao. 

For a short while between 1974 and 1976 the Delhi office was also deemed a Regional 
Office physically within the Indian Headquarters, and it was listed in the 1974-76 Annual Report 
as being administered by a Regional Officer, Lakhbir S. Suri.  The term “Center” was also used 
for the two Research Centers and for the three Language Teaching units. 

Simmering problems in the Madras Regional Center came to a head in 1978.  
Dissatisfaction was reported to President Dimock over “the services and business practices” of 
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Meena Krishnaswami who was the Administrative Assistant and then Regional Officer.  At the 
October 1978 Executive Committee meeting a resolution was adopted that said: 

 
Upon a motion duly made, seconded, and approved, it was 
resolved that it is the wish of the Executive Committee to 
terminate the services of Miss Meena Krishnaswami as Regional 
Officer of the Madras office and to have the AIIS officers 
discharge her in the manner they feel most appropriate.33 

 
Her resignation was later reported. 

At the same meeting consideration was given to moving the Madras office to an 
alternative location, possibly Madurai, where the Tamil language teaching facility was 
established. The Committee requested Director Mehendiratta to look into possibilities for this 
and to report back in the Spring of 1979.34  No move was made, and as far as can be determined 
the matter was dropped. 

By 1979 Rajender K. Medury, who was in the New Delhi Headquarters office as Account 
Officer, was sent to Madras as the Administrative [sic] Officer.  He did not stay long, resigning 
within the year to join the staff of an international airline.  (Later he rejoined the AIIS in New 
Delhi as Deputy Accounts Officer.)  In 1980 Medury was succeeded in Madras by Pappu 
Venugopal Rao. 

As of 1994 the Madras Office had supervisory jurisdiction over the Tamil Language 
Teaching Center in Madurai, and in Calcutta the Bengali Teaching Center was run in the 
Regional Office.  The Varanasi Language Teaching Center was administered by AIIS 
Headquarters in New Delhi. 

The functions of the three Regional Offices were described in the Biennial Report for 
1984 - 86 as follows (and there was little reason to believe that they were changed since then): 

 
The Centers continued extending help and assistance to AIIS 
Fellows...[including]: 
a. Arranging affiliation of scholars with universities and 

institutions of higher learning in the region. 
b. Establishing contacts with Indian scholarly community and 

institutions. 
c. Providing research assistants, translators, language tutors, 

etc. 
d. Finding housing and the paraphernalia that goes with it. 

 
e. Making hotel and travel arrangements as feasible possible 

[sic]. 
f. Explaining government procedures and other formalities as 

applicable to foreign scholars such as registration with 
Foreigners Registration Office, visa, customs, banking, use 
of Central and State Archives, submission of reports on 
research done and planned, income tax, short visits abroad, 
etc.35 
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Another activity of the Centers was the preparation of guides to educational and research 
institutions in their respective regions.  Delhi, Calcutta, and Poona / Pune had prepared such 
guides, but they represented quite a burden since they had to be periodically updated. 

In terms of jurisdiction for purposes, for example, of contacting universities and other 
institutions to gain affiliation for Fellows, these four offices served the following territories: New 
Delhi, functioning both as Headquarters and as Northern Office, had jurisdiction over Uttar 
Pradesh, Haryana, Punjab, Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh (North), Himachal Pradesh, and Jammu 
and Kashmir.  The Eastern Office in Calcutta covered West Bengal, Bihar, and Orissa for 
obtaining affiliations until that function was taken over by the New Delhi Office in 1991 when 
the Calcutta Office was downgraded.  Pune, the Western Office, covered Maharashtra, Gujarat, 
Goa, and the southern part of Madhya Pradesh.  Madras, the Southern Office, covered Tamil 
Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Kerala, and Pondicherry. 

The Richards-Rudolph “Structures Committee” report of September 198736 was a 
comprehensive and imaginative evaluation of the Institute’s current status and future direction.  
It covered relations between operations in the U.S. and between the various components in India. 
 The majority of the Institute staff members in India were employed in the New Delhi 
Headquarters.  Others were distributed among the Research Centers in New Delhi and Varanasi 
(both of which had sizeable staffs) and the Regional Administrative Centers of Calcutta, Pune 
and Madras along with the Language Teaching Center at Madurai.  Each had a related handful of 
staff members both administrative and support. 

The Richards-Rudolph Committee used five pages of its 26-page report to review the 
functions and futures of the regional offices.  It considered expansion of guest house facilities 
(known earlier as “hostels”), development of the regional offices into mini-cultural centers that 
could have ongoing seminar and lecture programs, and possibly eliminating or “clubbing 
regional centers together” (i.e., Calcutta with Varanasi, even though they were separated by 
hundreds of miles) to reduce their total number.  The Committee leaned toward development of 
the mini-cultural and expanded guest house functions similar to the original functions.  However 
development of these functions would require a different staffing pattern and additional financial 
support in an era of fiscal stringency.  None of these changes in the regional offices were 
forthcoming in the years following the Richards-Rudolph report. 

This report laid out some of the options and stimulated discussion of the Regional Center 
questions over the succeeding years.  In early 1988 the Director listed the ongoing functions of 
the Centers as: 

 
1. [Arranging] affiliations for the next year’s Fellows (except for Calcutta); 
2. Providing services for the Fellows already in the region; 
3. Maintaining contacts with Indian universities...; 
4. Collecting information for the directory of institutions in India.37 

 
 In his Five Year Plan 1989-90 to 1993-94 Mehendiratta set his sights much higher for the 
Centers’ functions.  Among the activities he envisaged in his Five Year Plan to enhance the role 
of the Regional Centers were provisions of Computers / Word Processors with Telex facilities; 
Photocopiers / Microfilming facilities; and Reference libraries with published works by AIIS 
scholars on India and other reference works.  These were in addition to lectures and workshops 
on local and regional bases as well as the revival of annual meetings of the Fellows.  The 
Director also envisaged the provision of automobiles at Calcutta, Pune, and Madras.  A new 
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suggestion was to initiate long-term group projects at each Center.  For example, Mehendiratta 
pointed to the 

 
suggestion...from Madras that the Institute should start working on 
the Madurai project...[which] will cover all aspects of Madurai 
City -- Anthropology, Sociology, History, Religion, Industry, 
Culture, Art, etc.38 

 
This project was seen to take five years at the cost of about Rs. 500,000 per year.  It was 

unclear what this group project really amounted to, who drew it up, and so forth.  But it certainly 
appeared to be way beyond the bounds of the Regional Centers’ original functions, let alone their 
current capacity. 

The Director’s 1989 report revealed progress on preparation of the proposed information 
booklets.  For instance, the Pune Center brought out a revised edition of its Informational Guide 
for Western India (110 pages).  Similar information was to have been prepared by the Madras 
office.  According to the Director, the 

 
Institute’s project...on preparation of directory of educational and 
research institutions in India made good progress.39 

 
When Mehendiratta wrote his document called “Succession Planning for AIIS-India” in 

1989, he noted the problem of staffing at the Regional Centers, suggesting that personnel 
changes could be made only upon retirement of current incumbents.  In Mehendiratta’s words: 

 
Mr. Bhandare and Dr. Pappu [Venugopala] Rao are still very 
young but unfortunately there is not much work at any of the 
Centers.  The current activities at the Centers keep the Regional 
Directors busy only 10% of their total working time.  What we 
really needed was Administrative Assistants in these places rather 
than Regional Directors.  In any case, Tarun Mitra [at Calcutta] is 
the only one who will be reaching the retirement age in few years 
and the Institute may also continue him.40 

 
Thus retrenchment or change appeared to be forestalled because of the necessity to 

adhere to GOI rules.  Any implementation of enhanced functions at the Centers unfortunately 
was precluded by scarcity of funds. 

In the President’s Report in late 198941 Elder made reference to the Centers: 
 
For the third year in a row, the Calcutta AIIS Center has served as 
the site for the advanced training of Bengali language students.  
And during this coming year Pradeep Mehendiratta proposes to 
have the Calcutta Center arrange an academic conference along the 
lines of the successful conference in Madras on “Taboos: An 
Interdisciplinary Perspective” arranged in 1988 by the Madras 
AIIS Center.  In light of these activities in which the Calcutta 
Center is involved, it seems wise not to combine the Calcutta with 
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the Banaras Center, at least for the time being. 
 
Developments in 1990 were noted in the President’s Report for that year.  Apparently the 

question of Regional Centers was discussed exhaustively at the April 1990 Executive Committee 
meeting.  The Board of Trustees at its spring 1990 meeting passed a resolution 

 
no further action regarding the center was to be undertaken without 
the review and approval of the Executive Committee.42 

 
At the October Executive Committee meeting Mehendiratta reported on 

 
cost-cutting measures being taken at Regional Centers 
 

and said that, 
 

among other measures, the post of the Regional Director, Calcutta, 
will be discontinued as of 1 January 1991. 

 
Tarun Mitra, the long-time incumbent, was due to retire as of that date.  Mitra was, 

however, retained as a Consultant.  In his 1991 report “AIIS During the 90s and Beyond,” 
 
Mehendiratta noted the changes in Calcutta: 

 
Tarun Mitra’s retirement has already resulted in reorganization of 
this Center.  We now have an Administrative Assistant-cum-
Language Teacher who takes care of the routine work of the 
Center.  All the affiliations will be taken care of by the Delhi 
office...We discussed the possibility of closing down the Calcutta 
Guesthouse and retaining the space for class room and an 
administrative office...43 

 
Mehendiratta went on to suggest that, given the low rental and prime location of the 12/2 

Swinhoe St. Calcutta premises, the Institute might want to retain the entire premises for another 
year on an experimental basis for a Faculty Fellow residence with one room for transient guests. 
 The Director felt that rental and maintenance costs could be recovered by the Fellows’ and 
guests’ payments.  In his words: 

 
If this experiment fails, in that event we can wind up the Guest 
House and retain the office. 
 

Thus, at the very least, the Calcutta Office was retained for routine work (other than 
affiliations) and language teaching. 

Mehendiratta further noted in this document: 
 
There is no way we can touch Madras and Pune structures at this 
point of time.  If and when a Regional Director either retires or 
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relocates, in that event we may return to the original concept of the 
Centers by hiring an Administrative Assistant rather than a 
Regional Director.44 

 
The Calcutta Center continued to pose questions for the Executive Committee.  In 

September 1991 the Committee noted that the status of the Calcutta Center appeared to remain 
ambiguous after it was “de facto downgraded to a hostel and language training facility” in 1990 
upon the retirement of Regional Director Tarun Mitra.45  

The general sense of the Executive Committee was that the Center in Calcutta, perhaps 
more than the Centers in other cities in India, was especially important in helping scholars 
negotiate that city.  Furthermore, it made the AIIS presence felt in an area where Americans 
were not always particularly welcome.  Prof. Dimock noted that the functioning of the regional 
officer was in many respects the least important aspect of a regional center, that its informal 
effects were much greater, especially serving as an intellectual center and a base for American 
scholars to contact their Indian counterparts.  Prof. Dimock went on to suggest that the language 
teacher and part-time administrator, Ms. Aditi Sen, might be encouraged to energize the Center 
in its previous role as an intellectual meeting ground.  The Committee applauded Aditi Sen’s 
work 

 
...in revitalizing the Calcutta operation, 

 
and President Elder was directed to convey 

 
...their gratefulness and special commendation 

to her for making it so.  Providing a way out of the perennial Calcutta dilemma, Frank Conlon 
suggested 

 
...that the hostel and renascent academic operations of the center 
be extended for a trial period of three years. 

 
A resolution to this effect was approved, including the proviso that there be an annual 

review by the Executive Committee of the matter. 
By 1993 the issues of the Regional Centers were once again raised by the Executive 

Committee46 in particular with regard to Calcutta.  The Committee was reminded that the 
“Calcutta Guest House and its staff was given a three-year reprieve two years ago and that before 
taking up the issue, the Committee should consider the precedent of ignoring its own directions.” 
Thereupon President Elder declared: 

 
It is the sense of the Executive Committee that, in order for it to 
make a more informed decision on the financial viability of the 
regional centers and especially their guest houses, the Director 
General should supply in advance of the meeting data on 
occupancy rate [day by day], and income generated from paying 
guests; the Committee also requests information on expenditures 
directly attributable to the guest house, and other services 
provided, including discounts or subsidies to visiting and other 
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scholars, other expenses incurred, and a general accounting of 
tangible and intangible benefits from running the regional centers 
and guest houses. 

 
Following that declaration, the Committee did not address the question of closing the 

Pune offices.47 
By 1994 the Calcutta Center was still operating under its Administrative Assistant-cum-

Language Teacher, and no changes had been suggested or made regarding the Pune and Madras 
offices. 

In the Institute’s application to the National Endowment for the Humanities in September 
1994, the Regional Centers appeared to be promised a new lease on life.  The application 
emphasized the importance of what were called “hospitality facilities” attached to the Regional 
Offices.48  The Delhi facility was described as a convenient place for incoming Fellows to stay 
when they arrived to activate their fellowships.  As for Calcutta, the statement remarked: 

 
Not only are the sanitary conditions of the Calcutta hostel 
important, but the reasonable prices and convenient location save 
scholars considerable time and frustration and allow them to get to 
work quickly and efficiently. 

 
The Pune and Madras facilities were similarly described.  In sum: 

 
All these Regional Office hospitality facilities also provide a 
congenial gathering place that draw together Indian and American 
scholars, and thereby also serve as intellectual centers.  This is a 
feature that will be especially enhanced with the appointment of 
NEH Center Fellows.49 

 
If, pending acceptance and funding, the proposal to designate NEH Center Fellowships 

became a reality, the three Fellows so designated would be residents at either one of the two 
Research Centers or at one of the three Regional Centers, thereby in a sense reviving the Senior 
Fellow idea of the 1960s since they would be expected to provide 

 
...a distinctive presence at these centers and would assume some 
responsibility for fostering the intellectual life associated with that 
center. 

 
Even if funding did not materialize, it was interesting to note that an original idea had 

resurfaced and been articulated in some detail.  Perhaps an inherently good idea is hard to 
scuttle. 

Meanwhile, the Regional Centers continued on their seemingly endless roller-coaster 
ride. 
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V. E. AIIS ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN INDIA 

1. Indian Advisory Committee: 1963-97 
a. Before Reconstitution: 1963-72 

In 1961 the American scholars who met in India to present their plan for an American 
Institute to the U.S. Embassy for funding with the newly available P. L. 480 rupees included in 
their draft proposal the formation of an “Indian Advisory Council.”  As W. Norman Brown and 
Henry Hart put it in the section of their proposal called “Structure and Operation of the Proposed 
Institute”: 

 
...An Indian Advisory Council may be established.  The Institute is 
proposed on the assumption that invaluable help, in the way of 
access to university facilities, employment of visiting professors, 
and advice and consultation of fellow research scholars will come 
to it from Indian sources.  On these matters, as on the broader 
questions of sound development of Institute program, Indian views 
are needed.  An advisory council of Indian individuals capable of 
taking the broadest view of education in India, and of international 
education exchange could well offer counsel on such questions 
before decisions are reached.1 

 
The establishment of such a high-powered group of Indians would, it was felt, serve to 

ease the proposed American organization onto the Indian educational scene and to insulate it 
from possible anti-foreign sentiment. 

Accordingly, a few months after the Institute started functioning in August 1962, the 
minutes of the 15 December 1962 Executive Committee Meeting noted that an Indian Advisory 
Committee was considered to be strongly needed.  The Executive Committee saw advantages to 
having it representative of responsible government policy makers, university administrators, and 
scholars in the various academic fields in which the Institute’s work would be concentrated.  
There were also needs to have representation of persons familiar with the distinctive cultures of 
India.  Desirable members would be extremely busy people.  They would be unlikely to devote 
much time to advisory committee work unless the membership of the committee were kept fairly 
small.  It was the consensus of the Executive Committee that the following men would make up 
an extremely strong advisory committee: C. D. Deshmukh, M. N. Srinivas, D. R. Gadgil, S. K. 
Chatterji, and V. Raghavan.  Furthermore, 

 
The President was encouraged to discuss the appointment of an 
advisory committee with Dr. S. Radhakrishnan [President of 
India].2 

 
Without wasting any time, W. Norman Brown took the next step in January 1963, 

traveled to India, went right to the top, and 
 
...under instructions from the Executive Committee, consulted with 
Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, President of India.  With President 
Radhakrishnan’s advice an Indian Advisory Committee was 
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appointed, consisting of Professor D. R. Gadgil (Gokhale Institute, 
Poona) as convener, Professor Suniti Kumar Chatterji (University 
of Calcutta and President of West Bengal Legislative Council), Dr. 
C. D. Deshmukh (Vice Chancellor of the University of Delhi and 
President of the India International Centre, New Delhi), Professor 
V. S. Agrawala (Banaras Hindu University), Professor V. 
Raghavan (University of Madras), and Professor M. N. Srinivas 
(University of Delhi).3 

 
Not surprisingly, all the members of the first Indian Advisory Committee (IAC) were eminent 
academics -- both humanists and social scientists -- well-connected to the Government of India 
and well-known to Norman Brown and other American scholars over a period of many years.  
Gadgil, Chatterji, Raghavan, and Srinivas had all been visiting professors in the U.S. at some 
point over the previous decade; so they were aware of American approaches to the study of 
India. 

The first meeting of the IAC took place on the afternoon of 7 February 1964 immediately 
before the formal dedication ceremonies of the Institute that took place that evening.  A second 
session of the IAC was held the next day.  Members were those suggested by the Executive 
Committee in 1962 plus V. S. Agrawala of Varanasi.  They well represented the disciplines and 
cultural regions of India where Institute Fellows were likely to work. 

The first meeting was taken up with Brown’s review for the Committee of the origin and 
purposes of the Institute.  D. R. Gadgil, the Chair, led the discussion of several resolutions that 
endorsed the notion of regional centers for the Institute, applauded the proposed scheme for 
publication of Fellows’ research, and supported the planned building of a specialized Institute 
library in Poona.  The Committee was apprised of problems regarding Fellows’ visas, the income 
tax requirement, and possible restrictions on subjects and locations of research.  The hope was 
that the IAC would be able to use its influence with the GOI in respect to solving such problems. 

Between 1964 and 1970 (except for 1969) the IAC meetings were held at the time of the 
AIIS Annual Meetings on the Deccan College campus in Poona.  The session usually lasted for 
an afternoon and was also attended by officers of the Institute and Senior Fellows from the 
Regional Centers.  Much of the time was taken up by briefings from W. Norman Brown and 
others, with the IAC giving the Institute its stamp of approval.  On several occasions the IAC 
suggested closer relations with Indian academics.  For example, at the 1968 meeting 

The members of the Advisory Committee suggested that wherever 
possible the Fellows of the Institute should be encouraged to 
develop and maintain contact with Indian scholars working in the 
same field.  The committee noted that the two existing centers in 
New Delhi and Calcutta were doing excellent work not only in 
helping Fellows of the Institute carry on their research work, but 
also in bringing about closer cooperation between them and the 
Indian academic community in that region.4 

 
In 1967 a suggestion 

 
to have a representative of the Ministry of Education of the 
Government of India on the Indian Advisory Committee was 
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informally discussed, but the Committee felt that, as its own 
function was purely advisory and was confined to academic 
matters, such representation was unnecessary.5 

 
By 1972 both the Ministry of Education and the Institute’s Retzlaff Committee had 
recommended reconstitution of the IAC.  Between 1970 and 1974 no meetings of the IAC were 
held while its status, role and composition were being re-evaluated and while major structural 
changes were taking place in the Institute’s administration in India.  The period also saw changes 
in the AIIS presidency from Brown (1961-70) to Embree (1971-73) and then to Dimock in July 
1973. 

Between 1964 and 1970 activities of the IAC were presented in a separate report in each 
AIIS Annual Report.  With no meetings from 1971-73 there was no mention of the IAC in 
Annual Reports for those years. 

During its first seven years not a single meeting of the IAC brought out all six members 
of the Committee.  Three or four of these busy academic members usually found it possible to 
attend, but in 1970 only one person showed up.  Fortunately, the Committee was only advisory 
and more of a courtesy to the Indian scholarly community than anything else.  When the 
Committee did get together for a few hours once a year, it was mostly to listen, and that was 
mostly to W. Norman Brown.  The first phase of the IAC grew out of Brown’s vision of the AIIS 
as an intellectual enterprise housed primarily on a single campus and dealing with substantive 
academic matters.  The post-reorganization phase reflected a change from the intellectual 
emphasis to that of administration and the need to respond to the many and ever-changing and 
increasingly complex requirements of the GOI.  The era of “Friends of Norman” came to an end 
when Brown stepped down and when Indian headquarters effectively left Poona for New Delhi.  
This coincided with the beginning of the three-year low point in Indo-U.S. relations marked by 
the official “Tilt to Pakistan” during the Bangladesh War. 

 
b. After Reconstitution: 1972-97 

It was difficult to track the next phase of Indian Advisory Committee existence because 
the Biennial Reports did not include separate IAC reviews.  The exceptions were the 1974 
meeting (the first held after reconstitution) and the meeting in 1976.  Beginning in the 1976-78 
Biennial Report we were informed that, 

 
...the Minutes of the IAC Meetings are available in the Director’s 
office.6 

 
Similarly in 1982-84 in reference to the IAC and the Bi-National Committee, 

 
Minutes of these meetings are available on demand.7 

 
The hiatus in IAC activity occurred just as the last American Resident Director arrived on 

the scene for his two-year stay, and just as the Headquarters’ functions of the AIIS moved from 
Poona to New Delhi.  This brought an effective end to the campus period of the Institute and an 
end to the strictly scholarly academic nature of the IAC.  As with most Institute functions in 
India, the Indian Advisory Committee became a cog in the larger bureaucratic wheel under 
Mehendiratta when he took over as Director and assumed a more formal and less personal 
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approach. 
This 1970-71 period was also the time when the Institute was forced to rethink its overall 

structure both in the U.S. and in India.  During the Embree Presidency (1971-73) the Retzlaff 
Committee (set up in March 1972) on the future of the Institute in India came up with its 
recommendations on structural changes that would accord with the new GOI desires, 
requirements and restrictions for foreign educational organizations in India.  The GOI wanted to 
acquire greater supervisory powers.  “Indianizing” the administration of foreign educational 
organizations was a first step. 

Laying the groundwork for the Retzlaff Committee’s deliberations were reports and 
statements of Institute officials such as Robert J. Miller, the Resident Director in New Delhi, and 
Robert Crane, designated to succeed Miller in that position.  In January 1972 Miller wrote to 
Goldie Levin in Philadelphia: 

 
During the visits of Institute officers, the role and reconstitution of 
the Indian Advisory Committee were discussed.  It was 
recommended that the Resident Director and Co-Director [D. D. 
Karve] proceed to enquire of several persons concerning their 
willingness to serve.  No progress has been made, however, since a 
firm decision on the role of the IAC could not be reached.  The 
Resident Director was unwilling to approach prominent Indian 
scholars and administrators with a vague proposal, in light of 
growing Indian sensitivity to non-significant associations [by 
Indians] with American institutions.8 

 
The formal yet un-official role of the six Indian academics who formed the IAC was 

apparently seen to be unacceptable to the GOI since there was deliberately no government 
representation. A suggestion to include a representative of the Ministry of Education was 
discussed but turned down at the IAC meeting on 13 January 1967 on the grounds that the 
Committee confined itself to an advisory function on academic matters and that a GOI  
connection was unnecessary.9  Even though the IAC by definition fit the description of 
“Indianized,” both official and non-official Indians were sensitive in that era of prickly relations 
to such perceived collaboration by a group of individuals with what was called an “autonomous 
foreign organization having governmental support,” particularly an American one. 

Miller followed up his letter to Levin with one to President Embree in February 1972.  
He reported on informal meetings with R. S. Chitkara who suggested (unofficially) to Miller that 
the Institute’s IAC should be enlarged to include more University representatives since, 
according to Miller, 

 
these persons are held in esteem in government and academic 
circles. 

 
Miller further wrote: 

 
It is probable that we should include representation from each 
region of India, certainly those in which we have Regional 
Centers...and we should include at least one Member from the 
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Ministry of Education.10 
 
The IAC should, in Miller’s view, be more active than before, and its functions should be: 
 
  1. Reviewing functions and progress of AIIS in a given year; 

2. Reviewing the projects submitted by Fellows for onward transmission to 
the Government of India; 

3. Receiving reports on Seminars, proposed Collaborative Projects (if 
developed) and an annual Financial Report. 

 
Then Miller warned Embree that: 

 
No matter how we re-constitute this committee, we will have to 
report to GOI on the persons finally agreeing to serve the functions 
they will officially perform.  If we do not specify some actual real 
involvement in the operations of the Institute (such as Project 
review) Government may direct us to develop such functions, on 
the pattern of the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute.  It will become 
more difficult for us to accept a grant prior to GOI approval (as 
with A[merican] A[cademy] of B[enares] situation).  If we include 
a reasonable number of Vice-Chancellors, the affiliation problem 
may become easier.  I suggest that we also set a specific time limit 
on the appointments (i.e., three years).11 

 
In Miller’s view, reconstitution of the IAC along these lines would necessarily impose 

some constraints on Institute operations, but in the existing climate the Institute should be 
prepared to accept such constraints.  Miller suggested that the IAC might have a total 
membership of about fifteen including ex-officio the Institute’s Resident Director, Co-Director, 
and Executive Officer (who would be Member-Secretary). 

Robert Crane, then Resident Director-Designate (to succeed Miller), visited India in 
April 1972.  In his report on his trip he wrote to President Ainslie Embree: 
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In this connection it was urged upon us by a variety of persons that 
we must reconstitute our Indian Advisory Council [sic]....so as to 
include in it several vice chancellors, a representative of the 
Ministry of Education and a few well known Indian academics.  It 
was pointed out that this Advisory Council [sic] would be in a 
position to advise and to supervise AIIS activities in India and to 
thereby minimize the dangers of “bad apple” phenomena.  Bob 
Miller and I responded by assuring all and sundry that in fact a 
decision had already been taken in U.S.A. to reconstitute our 
Indian Advisory Council [sic] in this fashion and that I had with 
me a list of names of persons which the Executive Committee of 
AIIS had already discussed for that purpose.  Pursuant to that, we 
despatched letters to some 8 or 9 Indian vice chancellors and 
scholars asking them to serve for two years on a reconstituted 
Council with advisory and supervisory powers along with our U.S. 
Executive Committee and with the Senior Research Scholar and 
other Senior Fellows (up to a total of three) among the AIIS 
Fellows in India.12 

 
As things turned out, the position of American Resident Director was eliminated 

following the Retzlaff Committee recommendations of August 1972 and their ratification by the 
Trustees in September.  Robert Crane was not able to assume that position.  However the advice 
he and Robert Miller gave and the invitations sent to Indian Vice Chancellors and scholars in 
April 1972 were accepted by many and took effect in due course. 

The Retzlaff Committee gave a lot of thought to the role and duties of the IAC.  In its 
report on 15 August 1972 the Committee recommended that the IAC be reconstituted and given 
a more active role in Institute affairs.  Above all, the Committee stressed that appointments to the 
IAC be made solely on an ex-officio basis and that individuals not be appointed by name.  The 
report said: 

 
The exact composition of the Advisory Committee will have to be 
worked out in discussion with the GOI.  The Board may wish to 
express certain preferences among categories or types of 
appointment as indicated in the recommendations.  In keeping with 
the spirit of Indianization and since this is an Indian Advisory 
Committee we have deliberately not recommended any parity of 
membership of Americans and Indians.  The Americans who 
would be appointed ex-officio would be the President of the AIIS, 
the Chairman of the Selection Committee, and the Senior Research 
Fellow in Delhi.  It will be noted that on the Indian side we have 
suggested two categories of appointments, one academics, and the 
other persons in governmental or quasi-governmental educational 
and academic research bodies.  Here we follow the pattern of the 
USEFI [Fulbright] Board in Delhi.13 

 
The report went on to suggest that the IAC meet twice a year and that: 
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Its Fall meeting would take place after the Selection Committee 
had completed its initial scrutiny but before the names were 
forwarded to the GOI for visa clearance.  The Advisory Committee 
would be asked to scrutinize and comment on the list of Fellows-
designate.  Where problems arise they would be referred back to 
the Selection Committee and the individual fellow as in the past.  
The approval by the Indian academic advisory committee, once 
accorded, would then be a part of the record forwarded for each 
fellow to the GOI when visas are requested.  The Advisory 
Committee of this nature will be better able to facilitate the 
operation of the AIIS in India, hopefully bringing about a more 
expeditious review process, as well as bringing us into close and 
more productive relationships with our Indian counterparts.14 

 
When the Trustees met in September 1972, they approved the following IAC - 

Membership recommendations from the Retzlaff Committee: 
 
1. Chair, University Grants Commission, or his nominee 
2. Secretary of the Ministry of Education, or his nominee 
3. Member Secretary of the Indian Council for Social Science 

Research (ICSSR), or his nominee 
4. Director of the Central Institute of Indian Languages, or his 

nominee 
5. Secretary of the Inter-University Board of India and 

Ceylon, or his nominee 
 

In addition, four Indian academic nominees would be chosen in either of the following ways: 
    

 a. On the nomination of the Vice Chancellors of four  
  universities, each from a different part of India; or 
 b. On the nomination of such academic bodies as the  
  Indian Sociological Society, the Indian   
  Psychological Association, etc. 

 
 The Executive Officer of the AIIS would be the 
 Member-Secretary of the Advisory Board.15 

 
The Indian Advisory Committee met on 8 June 1974 for the first time since 1970.  In its 

reconstituted form it included seven leading Indian academic figures, each appointed to a term of 
two years.  They were: George Jacob, Chair, University Grants Commission; Sarup Singh, Vice 
Chancellor, Delhi University (later Member Union Public Service Commission); G. S. Mahajani, 
Vice Chancellor, Poona University; M. Varadarajan, Vice Chancellor, Madurai University; P. C. 
Gupta, Vice Chancellor, Vishwa Bharati; V. Raghavan, President, International Association of 
Sanskrit Studies; and S. K. Chatterji, National Professor of India in Humanities, Calcutta.16  P. R. 
Mehendiratta, by then Officiating Director of the AIIS, served as Member-Secretary.  Others 
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who attended the meeting in New Delhi as special invitees were: Robert Crane, Chair of the 
AIIS Board of Trustees for that year; McCrea Hazlett, former Resident Director and at that time 
Cultural Affairs Officer at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi; Fred Harrington, Ford Foundation 
Program Adviser in New Delhi and AIIS Trustee from the University of Wisconsin in 1962; and 
Institute President Edward Dimock.17  The Retzlaff recommendations that the American side 
include the Selection Committee Chair and the Senior Research Fellow were not followed (by 
then the position of Senior Fellow was abolished).  Only the President was included aside from 
the American special invitees noted above.  From the Indian side no representative of the 
Ministry of Education attended. 

At the meeting Dimock explained the manifold functions of the Institute to the 
Committee members (at least three of whom had been members before) and explained that the 
reason for the hiatus in IAC activity was occasioned by the need to reorganize the Institute 

 
...keeping in view the facts that the GOI was not encouraging 
foreigners to direct the institutions in India.18 

 
Robert Crane, on behalf of the Trustees, thanked the IAC for help and advice received in the 
past, and 

 
regretted that the Committee could not meet during the past few 
years due to circumstances beyond the Institute’s control.19 

 
While the membership of the IAC was heavy with Vice Chancellors in 1974, it became 

more diversified as the years wore on.  From 1974 on the University Grants Commission (UGC) 
was represented either by its Chair or Secretary, and beginning in 1980 the Ministry of 
Education had designated a Joint Secretary as a special invitee to the IAC.  Some persons served 
for many years, for example: Rejesh Kumar Chhabra served nearly 20 years, first as UGC 
Secretary from 1975-84 and after 1985 as Former Secretary of UGC; V. Raghavan served from 
1964 until his death in 1979; Suniti Kumar Chatterji from 1964 until his death in 1977; and 
Ravinder Kumar, Director of the Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, from 1985 on. 

From 1975 until his death in 1980 D. D. Karve, AIIS Co-Director Emeritus, served as an 
IAC member, bringing his detailed knowledge of the Institute and his extensive experience with 
it to the Committee’s deliberations. 

In 1982 the IAC took the initiative in supporting the AIIS Fund Raising campaign in 
India and proposed the establishment of two Development committees, one in Madras and 
another in Bombay.  With IAC members’ names listed on letterheads to give the Institute 
widespread visibility and legitimacy, the campaign was able to garner substantial rupee 
contributions.  Also in 1982 the IAC began to meet just before the newly formed Bi-National 
Committee.  This made it easy for Institute officers to attend both meetings. 

Beginning in 1986 the IAC met twice a year; in the 1990s it reverted to meeting only 
once a year.  With busy people meeting so infrequently and for only three or four hours at the 
most, one wonders how this high-powered committee was anything but a formality and rubber-
stamping device.  Its existence, however, was in accordance with GOI wishes, and that was 
important.  Needless to say, the proposal in 1972 that the Committee actually vet Fellows’ 
project proposals never got off the ground; nor did the IAC ever acquire any budgetary 
oversight. 
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One cannot complete this review of the IAC without noting that not a single member of 
the Committee had been female despite the large number of women in the higher strata of Indian 
academic, cultural, and government life.  When I asked long-time member R. K. Chhabra about 
the lack of women on the IAC, he assured me 

 
it is by coincidence not by intention, 

 
and then he asserted 

 
...that for quite some time Kapila Vatsyayan was on our Advisory 
Committee.20 

 
 However her name appeared nowhere on the lists of members published in the Institute’s 
Annual / Biennial Reports.  Chhabra went on to inform me that there were women on the Bi-
National Committee.  This was indeed the case.  As of 1997 two women had served on that 
body: Debala Mitra, Archaeological Survey of India (from 1980 to 1982); and Premlata Sharma; 
Indira Kala Sangit Vishvavidyalaya (from 1982 to 1991).  Several women from the AIIS side 
had been on the Advisory Committee as ex-officio members.  [M.L.P.P.] 

The seven members of the IAC were selected for two-year terms by the AIIS Director on 
the basis of nominations from a variety of sources including current members.  There was an 
attempt to get representation of disciplines and India’s cultural regions.  For example, in 1988 
Mehendiratta solicited a list of possible nominees for the eastern region from the Calcutta 
Regional Officer Tarun Mitra.  In his contribution Mitra warned that: 

 
Excepting the Vice Chancellor of Vishwa Bharati University no 
other Vice Chancellor or important academic will be suitable in the 
sense that most of these people are, either because of CPI (M) 
connection or scared of the party to associate their name with an 
American institution.  Vishwa Bharati being a central university 
the VC there does not have that kind of compunction. 

 
 The alleged political sympathies of the Vice Chancellor of Ranchi University in favor of 
a separate Jharkhand state would also preclude this person from nomination to the IAC, since 
association with an American organization would make life even more difficult for him.  Mitra 
sent Mehendiratta a list, and two persons Mitra suggested became eastern region representatives. 
In 1988 Ashin Das Gupta, Director of the National Library that was in Calcutta, joined the IAC.  
He was followed by Sita Kant Mahapatra, who served for several years doubling as an eastern 
region member in his capacity as a well-known Oriya writer and, from 1989 on, as a Central 
Government officer in the Ministry of Culture and then in the Planning Committee. 

From time to time members of the IAC had suggested that the Institute do more for 
Indian academics.  They seemed to forget that, unlike the Fulbright program, the Institute was 
not in the business of scholarly exchange.  In 1982 IAC member T. N. Madan suggested 

 
...that the Institute award a few national fellowships to very senior 
and well-known Indian scholars by invitation with a view to 
provide greater visibility to the AIIS, 
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such scholars to be 

 
invited by the IAC on behalf of the Institute.21 

 
At its meeting on 31 October 1982 the Executive Committee considered this suggestion and 
decided it would not be prudent both from the standpoint of cost and from the fact that, if only 
two or three fellowships were available, the competition would be keen, and unsuccessful 
candidates would be very disappointed and might provoke unwelcome negative publicity for the 
Institute.  Furthermore, large payments of funds from a foreign organization to Indian scholars 
had generated political criticism in the past.  In the end the Executive Committee felt any such 
action would be inappropriate.22 

In my interview with Chhabra, he mentioned the bi-national aspect and said wistfully, 
 
No one ever goes to the U.S. on an AIIS program. 
 

And 
 

It would be helpful if it could be both ways.23  [M.L.P.P.] 
 
 2. Regional Consultative Committees: 1963-74 

In 1963 the AIIS established its Regional Centers in New Delhi and Calcutta 
administered by Senior Research Fellows and announced plans to open another Regional Center 
in Madras.  While Poona was AIIS Headquarters, it was also a Regional Center with a Senior 
Fellow catering to a sizeable number of Fellows.  As Regional Centers and their functions 
increased, so did the need to establish and maintain amicable and positive relations and 
intellectual interchange with the surrounding academic community.  One means of doing this lay 
in the formation of Regional Consultative Committees supplementing the All-India Indian 
Advisory Committee. 

In 1963 a group of Indian scholars in Poona were invited to form an advisory group, the 
Consultative Committee, for Poona and by extension the region of Maharashtra.  By 1968 a 
similar Consultative Committee was established in Calcutta to work with the Regional Center in 
Bengal.  These committees continued to exist until 1974 and worked with the AIIS Regional 
Centers in developing appropriate seminars, workshops, and other such activities, and in 
mediating between the Institute and the larger academic environment in the region on local 
matters.  It was unclear as to how active these groups were since no reports were given in the 
Annual Reports.  Mention of them was limited to listing their members. 

No Consultative Committee ever appeared to have been established for the New Delhi or 
Madras Regional Centers. 

Inspection of the membership lists of the Poona and Calcutta committees revealed some 
overlapping with the early Indian Advisory Committees.  In Poona, for example, D. R. Gadgil of 
the Gokhale Institute was on both bodies, and in Calcutta so was S. K. Chatterji of Calcutta 
University.  The main point of these committees appeared to have been to solidify AIIS relations 
with the major educational institutions in these two cities.  In Poona representatives on the 
committee were from the University of Poona, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, the 
Gokhale Institute of Politics and Economics, and Deccan College.  In Calcutta the following 
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were represented by members on the committee: the University of Calcutta, Jadavpur University, 
Vishvabharati University, and, as a result of Senior Fellow Rachel van Meter’s invitation, the 
Calcutta High Court in the person of Justice A. K. Mukherjee. 

 
3. Bi-National Committee: 1977-97 
The Bi-National Committee (BNC) for the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology was set 

up in February 1977 with an agreement between President Dimock and Anil Bordia, at that time 
Joint Secretary in the Ministry of Education and Social Welfare.  This agreement appeared to 
have set the stage for formal GOI approval in 1978 of the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology 
(CAA) in Varanasi that emerged out of the erstwhile American Academy of Benares (AAB).  At 
the time of setting up the BNC Bordia continued to refer to the AAB. 

In Bordia’s letter to Dimock, the membership of the BNC was proposed as follows: 
 
We agree to the setting up of a Bi-National Committee to supervise 
and guide the work of the Academy.  I confirm what was agreed to 
by us regarding membership of the Bi-National committee, 
namely, the following:  AIIS President, Chairman of AIIS 
Committee on Art & Archaeology, Resident Director of AIIS,  
Deputy Director of AIIS Benaras Center, Representative of the 
Ministry of Education, Representative of the University Grants 
Commission, Representative of Archaeological Survey of India, 
Director, Kala Bhavan, Benaras Hindu University.24 

 
Even before obtaining GOI approval for AIIS administration of the CAA, the Bi-National 
Committee held its first meeting in New Delhi on 12 September 1977. 

This Bi-National Committee had been preceded by an Indian Advisory Committee 
specific to the American Academy of Benares -- not to be confused with the All-India Indian 
Advisory Committee (IAC). 

The Interim Program Report of the AAB up to 1 July 1966 noted that: 
 
...the following distinguished officials and scholars have consented 
to become members of the Indian Advisory Committee: Dr. Moti 
Chandra (Director, Prince of Wales Museum of Western India, 
Bombay); Rai Krishnadasa (Honorary Director); Bharat Kala 
Bhavan (Varanasi); Dr. Grace Morley (Museum Adviser, Ministry 
of Education, GOI); Shri S. Sivaramamurti (Director, National 
Museum, New Delhi); Dr. V. S. Agrawala (Professor of Indian 
Art, Benaras Hindu University); Shri A. Ghosh (Director-General 
of Archaeology, New Delhi); and Dr. Nihar Ranjan Ray (Director, 
Indian Institute of Advanced Studies, Simla).25 

 
The first meeting of this Indian Advisory Committee to the American Academy of 

Benares had been held on 2 April 1966 when it welcomed the establishment of the Academy and 
agreed with its aims and objects.  As the Report put it: 

 
The members promised their fullest cooperation and were 
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particularly appreciative of its concept aiming at the advancement 
of learning and its freedom from narrow nationalistic 
considerations in the pursuit of knowledge.  The Academy’s 
schemes of photographic documentation were particularly 
commended.  The Advisory Committee stressed the necessity of 
broader aspects of historical archaeology which was perhaps not 
receiving the attention that it deserved.26 

 
As can be seen from the committee’s membership, it included the kinds of persons later 

found on the Bi-National Committee, and it had an American presence in the person of Grace 
Morley, then attached to the Ministry of Education.  Activities of this Committee were not 
described in AIIS Annual Reports, and only fragmentary documentation could be collected.  One 
letter stated that because of student disturbances at Benares Hindu University in 1968 that 
included expression of anti-Americanism, no meeting of the Committee could be held that year.  
Whether or not this Committee continued its existence during the seven years when the AAB 
was in legal limbo was not known.  But the fact that the AAB continued to operate and carry on 
research and documentation all those years could be testament to the possible behind-the-scenes 
influence of this high-powered committee in preventing the Academy’s demise. 

The seventh and eighth meetings of the Bi-National Committee for the AIIS Center for 
Art and Archaeology at Varanasi, held on 10 January and 14 September in 1982 respectively, 
were the last in this phase of the Bi-National Committee’s life.  Following the establishment of 
the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE), dedicated in Pune in August 
1982, the Bi-National Committee (BNC) was expanded and reconstituted to cover both Research 
Centers.  The Bi-National Committee was now to consist of ten persons plus the Member-
Convener (called the Member-Secretary in the 1972 proposals, then called Convener for the 
Indian Advisory Committee up to 1976, and then upgraded to Member-Convener for the BNC 
from 1977 on).  Added were the Chair of the AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology in the U.S., 
plus the Associate Director (Research) of the ARCE in India, and an Indian specialist on music 
(Premlata Sharma, who was Professor of Music at BHU and later was Vice Chancellor of the 
Indira Kala Sangit Vishvavidyalaya).  With the President and the Chair of the Committee on Art 
and Archaeology, there were three Americans, plus three representatives from AIIS offices in 
India (the Director plus the two Centers’ Associate Directors). 

As the Biennial Report 1982-84 put it: 
 
A Bi-National Committee consisting of representatives of the 
Indian Government and the AIIS has been formed and will also 
play a significant part in policy decisions.  The two committees 
[the Committee on Ethnomusicology and the Bi-National 
Committee] serve as a link between the Archives and professionals 
in the various disciplines related to ethnomusicology.  They set 
general archival priorities, approve new projects, and oversee 
current activities.  The Bi-National Committee will assist in the 
preparation of long-range plans and, based on the experience of the 
Center for Art and Archaeology, will undoubtedly do much to 
improve the Archives’ relations with the Government of India.27 
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The first meeting of the expanded Bi-National Committee took place in October 1984 in New 
Delhi. 

 
The Richards-Rudolph Committee report of 1987 summarized well the functions of these 

advisory bodies and pointed to possible changes in the future that brought about closer scrutiny 
of the Institute from the Government of India.  According to the report: 

 
AIIS operations in India are overseen by two bodies, the Advisory 
Committee constituted of members invited by AIIS, and the Bi-
National Committee on Art and Archaeology and 
Ethnomusicology Centers.  The Advisory Committee has no 
official standing.  It helps AIIS officers and committees think 
through how to achieve their purposes in the Indian environment.  
It assures that a selection of leading Indian academic and 
administrative figures know what AIIS is doing.  These persons 
also have a comparative perspective arising from their knowledge 
of the cultural institutions of other countries, e.g., the Canadian 
Shastri Institute and the Soviet cultural bodies.  The Bi-National 
Committee includes a number of members appointed by the 
Government of India, whose advice carries weight with the 
government. 
The main point is that neither committee has any executive 
functions, as do the boards of Fulbright or the Indo-U.S. 
Subcommission on Education and Culture.  They do not set 
stipends, salaries, or size or level of staff.  The Bi-National 
Committee has less formal and interventionist functions.  This 
difference arose out of the circumstances that AIIS was and is a 
private, not a government, institution. 

 
However Richards and Rudolph warned: 

 
This state of affairs may not last.  With the signing of the U.S. 
Fund agreement, the Government of India may take the view that 
AIIS, as one of the specifically mentioned institutions, requires the 
closer control provided by a board with executive functions.  The 
distinction between a private and public organization may be 
elided. At the moment, however, this more informal governing 
structure is one source of flexibility.28 

 
No such changes took place, and the Bi-National Committee continued to function in advising 
the AIIS’ two Research Centers. 

Members of both the Indian Advisory Committee and the Bi-National Committee thus 
could act on the Institute’s behalf if problems arose in the research approval or university 
affiliation processes.  And they provided an important link between the Institute and Indian 
academic and research institutions.29 
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CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
V. F. QUESTION OF AN AIIS HEADQUARTERS BUILDING IN INDIA 
 1. Quest for a Permanent Institute Home 

During the decade (1962-70) that the Headquarters of the American Institute of Indian 
Studies was in Poona, the Institute bought a large bungalow for its Resident-Director and leased 
several buildings from the Deccan College for its offices and hostel.  The Regional Center in 
New Delhi operated during this time out of rented premises in Defence Colony, a residential area 
in southern New Delhi. 

When most central Institute functions shifted to New Delhi in 1970, the refurbished AIIS 
bungalow in Poona was sold, and its Deccan College office space was drastically downsized in 
accordance with the reduced needs of a Regional Center.  It soon became increasingly clear that 
the Institute needed it own permanent headquarters building in New Delhi in place of 
increasingly expensive rented premises. 

At the time of Dimock’s first visit as President in June 1974, he brought the question of 
office premises to the attention of the Indian Advisory Committee.  At issue were the 
Government of India’s and the Delhi Development Authority’s (DDA) decision to disallow 
business offices of any kind from operating in areas that were designated as residential.  This 
push for zoning compliance was never completely enforced.  Furthermore, apparently zoning 
compliance could be circumvented by applying for an exemption or by paying a stiff fee in lieu 
of compliance. 

The Indian Advisory Committee suggested at its meeting on 8 June 1974 that the Institute 
might shift from Defence Colony, which was a designated residential area, to space such as in 
the Qutab Hotel on Outer Ring Road or to a location in a commercial area such as the newly-
built Nehru Place off Outer Ring Road near Mathura Road.  Another suggestion from the IAC 
was to apply to the DDA and the Chief Executive Councillor of the Delhi Administration for 
exemption from the rule prohibiting organizations such as the AIIS from operating in residential 
areas.  Failing that, the Committee urged the Institute to inquire of both the University of Delhi 
and Jawaharlal Nehru University (JNU) as to availability of space for its offices on either of 
those campuses.1 

The report of the Indian Advisory Committee’s meeting on 13 September 1975 indicated 
that nothing much had changed in a year.  In fact, Director Mehendiratta reported that  

 
...the DDA was likely to ask all business offices operating in 
residential areas to shift, and he believed the Institute would be 
asked to do so.  

 
Again the IAC advised the Institute 

...to write to the Government of India for necessary help either in 
retaining the present premises in Defence Colony or for allotment 
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of suitable accommodation elsewhere.2 
 
There was no indication that the vaunted connections of IAC members were enough to 

exercise any influence on either the GOI or the DDA. 
By 1979 the Institute was still located in Defence Colony being 

 
...served with notices at least twice every year to move out 
of Defence Colony or be prepared to pay penalties for 
misuse of the space until such time as alternative 
arrangements could be made.3 

 
It was not clear whether or not the Institute actually did pay penalties in addition to rent, but the 
situation became increasingly untenable.  The AIIS Executive Committee at its meeting on 28 
March 1979 

 
...authorised the President and the Director to make efforts to have 
an AIIS building in New Delhi and the Director was further 
authorised to: 
a) set up a Building Fund in India, 
b) arrange to buy a piece of land in Delhi.4 

 
According to Director Mehendiratta, an AIIS Building Fund was established, and he 

solicited donations for the Building Fund from individuals and corporations in India.  For this 
purpose the Institute requested income tax exemption from the Government of India.  While that 
was still pending in 1980, the Institute managed to attract Rs. 200,000 from individuals for the 
Building Fund.  Furthermore, in carrying out the Executive Committee’s directive, the Director 
presented the DDA with the AIIS’s case for allotment of a piece of land at concessional rates for 
an Institute building. 

As reported in the 1978-80 Annual Report: 
 
Though the Institute has yet to receive a formal communication 
from the Delhi Development Authority allotting a piece of land in 
Delhi, sufficient indications are available that the Delhi 
Development Authority has decided to allot a piece of land for the 
Institute building in the institutional area South of Jawaharlal 
Nehru University.  As soon as the letter of allotment is received 
necessary building plans will be made and submitted to the 
Executive Committee for consideration and approval.5 

 
By the next report put out in 1982 the Director indicated that: 
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The Institute continued its efforts to raise necessary funds for the 
office buildings of the Institute in New Delhi.  A little over Rs. 
400,000 were collected during the period.  Delhi Development 
Authority finally allotted a piece of land measuring 530 sq. metres 
for the Institute office buildings in New Delhi in the institutional 
area near Jawaharlal Nehru University.  Building plans and cost 
estimates are under preparation and will be submitted to the 
Trustees for their approval.6 

 
However, by 1984 the Director was forced to report a hitch in the land deal: 

 
As reported earlier, the Delhi Development Authority allotted in 
1982 a piece of land for the Institute Offices in New Delhi.  Due to 
unspecified reasons the Institute was orally notified by the 
Government of India that an alternative piece of land was being 
allotted in another institutional area.  The matter is still pending 
final decision of the Government of India.  Informal enquiries, 
however, indicate that land will be reallotted to the AIIS soon.7 

 
The Director’s optimism was well-founded, and the DDA granted a new allotment of 

land.  However, the piece of land was Plot No. 25/5 in the Janakpuri Institutional area, many 
miles to the west of New Delhi, past the western segment of Ring Road, even further west than 
Delhi Cantonment.8  This was clearly not an acceptable option. 

The next twist in this hunt for a piece of land came in 1986 when Joseph Elder, newly 
elected AIIS President, made his first official visit to India.  At that time Elder went with 
Director Mehendiratta and the Chair of the Indian Advisory Committee, B. D. Nag Chaudhuri 
(former Vice-Chancellor of JNU), to meet with the Lieutenant Governor of Delhi State to 

 
...request him either to allow the Institute to keep the original 
allotment of land near Jawaharlal Nehru University or to consider 
the possibility of allotting a piece of land near Indira Gandhi 
National Open University in New Delhi South instead of the 
Janakpuri Institutional area where the Delhi Development 
Authority had allotted a piece of land to the Institute toward the 
middle of 1986.9 

 
However, the Lieutenant Governor offered land in Shahdara to the east of Old Delhi across the 
Yamuna River and explained that land in New Delhi was almost impossible to find, a fact the 
Institute officers were well aware of. 

The Shahdara location was as unacceptable as the Janakpuri site.  So the Institute officers 
turned to the Ministry of Education asking them 

 
...to write to the Ministry of Works, Housing & Supply to allot a 
piece of land for the Institute offices in the same area where 
Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute has been given a small piece of 
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land.10 
 

The Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute (SICI) had been allotted land at concessional prices 
on Bhai Bir Singh Road in a prime area just west of Connaught Circus and near Gol Market.  It 
was able to acquire this land because the SICI was a bi-national government-sponsored 
organization, unlike the AIIS, which was a private American corporation. 

When the Shastri Institute became established in 1968, it operated out of rented quarters 
in the Golf Links area of New Delhi.  With increasing functions and a larger membership in the 
mid-80s, the SICI decided to acquire more suitable premises for its Indian headquarters.  Thus, 
according to an official SICI publication: 

 
With the generous support of the Government of India, which 
donated land in a prime “institutional” area of central New Delhi, 
and of the Canadian International Development Agency, which 
shared construction costs with the Government of India, the 
Institute launched a building project which came to fruition in 
1991. The foundation stone of the building was laid by the late 
Rajiv Gandhi, then Prime Minister of India, and the building was 
inaugurated in May 1991 by Shri R. Venkataraman, the President 
of India.11 

 
This surely demonstrated the significance of the bi-national Indo-Canadian character of such an 
organization. 

The Shastri Board of Directors consisted of the representatives of the twenty-one member 
institutions [as of 1991], the Chair of the Indian Advisory Council, the Chair of the Library 
Committee, the High Commissioner [equivalent to Ambassador] for India in Canada, a 
biennially-elected President, and the Executive Director, ex-officio.  Funding in India was from 
the Indian Department of Education in the Ministry of Human Resource Development and the 
University Grants Commission.  These were weighty bi-national credentials. 

The American Institute of Indian Studies situation was quite different.  In fact, as Dimock 
noted in an interview: 

 
The Government of India has said to us on more than one occasion 
if you will allow us to put representatives on your Board in some 
official way then we will give you the same kind of consideration 
we give Shastri [Indo-Canadian Institute] and Fulbright -- some 
kind of representation on your governing board.12 

 
However, the AIIS Trustees had been unwilling (and possibly unable because of the nature of the 
Institute’s certificate of incorporation) to accept such a tie to the GOI.   
According to Dimock: 

 
That is why we have had to pay commercial prices for land [even 
in Gurgaon].13 

 
By 1988 the AIIS had vacated the building rented at D-176 Defence Colony and had 
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moved its offices, guest rooms, and dining facilities to D-31 Defence Colony where they were 
still located in 1997.  However, several other possible sites were investigated.  In late 1988 the 
Director reported: 

 
It is a matter of great pleasure to report that the Delhi Development 
Authority has allotted land in the Tughlakabad Institutional 
area...14 

 
way southeast of New Delhi.  This optimistic report proved to be groundless, as were other 
possibilities bruited about such as sites near Tibet House, or in Surajkund, even further southeast 
than Taghlakabad (across the border into Haryana). 

In considering locations for the AIIS Headquarters, much thought was given to the 
question of visibility of the proposed building.  When John Richards and Susanne Rudolph were 
asked in 1985 to report to the Executive Committee on a variety of Institute organizational 
structures and staffing questions in India, one of the things they looked into  was the public role 
of the Institute as exemplified by its building.  In the report they presented in 198715 Richards 
and Rudolph noted: 

 
...to the extent that the Institute is seen as an emanation of the 
American public presence in India, it invites inspection and 
control. 

 
In contrast, 

 
...to the extent it is understood as an agency serving the private, 
unofficial, and purely academic purposes of individual scholars, it 
is likely to have greater latitude. 

 
They emphasized that the Institute was not the U.S. Information Agency, and the distinction 
between the two should be carefully maintained.  The mid-80s saw considerable potential 
political controversies and public debate over our role in India.  Richards and Rudolph saw 
virtues in a low AIIS profile reflected in an Institute building.  They expressed it in their report: 

 
...there are ways to limit and control our visibility.  These ways 
include our architectural and real estate decisions.  The Institute’s 
functions should continue to be dispersed.  They should not be 
centralized in a single location.  If and when the new AIIS building 
is built, it should not aggregate too many functions.  AIIS 
functions that are suitable for Delhi should not necessarily be 
housed together, although some may be.  We should avoid 
locations and architectural forms that are ostentatious.  The earlier, 
now superseded, possibility of building an AIIS center in the JNU 
campus area would indeed have brought visibility and provided a 
remarkably accessible target for the symbolic politics of anti-
Americanism. 
The location in Haryana, where the Institute has been offered land 



V. G.  QUESTION OF AN AIIS LIBRARY IN INDIA 
 

- 401 - 

by the Government of India, would provide maximum invisibility. 
 Haryana is an “institutional” area, looks like an industrial one, and 
would effectively hide our academic light behind bushels of 
faceless, dusty, administrative buildings.  The area is sufficiently 
forbidding that, instead of offering a friendly and hospitable face 
such as that at Defence Colony, it could itself become a hurdle.  
We do not see this as an attractive alternative.16 

 
For several years after the Richards-Rudolph report the Haryana location remained a 

viable, if unattractive, option.  While no decisions on exact location were made in 1989 and 
1990, President Elder requested Edward Dimock (then Chair of the Board of Trustees) to lead a 
new Committee on Setting and Design for a possible AIIS building.17 

In 1990 Dimock reported that “the likely scope of the proposed AIIS building in New 
Delhi is quite different from when the architectural plans were drawn up some years ago.” 
Accordingly, the Executive Committee asked Dimock to move ahead, 

 
...in consultation with anyone he would like, on revising the plans 
for the New Delhi building, with Mr. Joseph Stein, architect.18 

 
No action on the location of the Institute building was taken for another three years.  

However, as the Director noted in 1992: 
 
In response to the request of the Ministry of Education, [of the] 
Government of India, Haryana Urban Development Authority has 
allotted half an acre of land at site No. 22, Sector 32,  Gurgaon for 
administrative office and library buildings of AIIS.  The cost of the 
land is Rupees four million and will have a built area of more than 
25,000 sq. ft.  Cost of the building is estimated to be Rupees ten 
million.19 

 
Then President Elder recounted in a report to Institute Trustees in early 1993 that: 

 
We finally -- reluctantly -- reached the conclusion that the Delhi 
Development Authority, despite its commitment since the 1970s to 
release a plot of land in Delhi to the AIIS at concessional rates, 
would not fulfill its commitment during any of our current 
lifetimes. So we moved ahead and bought a plot of land on which 
to construct our AIIS building, having to pay non-concessional 
rates, but paying them for a plot of land sufficiently distant from 
downtown Delhi so that the cost wasn’t prohibitive (about 4 
million rupees). 
Our plot of land contains 2,500 sq. yards.  It is located in the town 
of Gurgaon (in Haryana), about a 20-minute drive south of Indira 
Gandhi International Airport (which will make its guesthouse 
facilities readily available for arriving and departing Fellows). 
Pradeep Mehendiratta, with patience and energy, has been sorting 
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through the red tape associated with the land purchase.  Ed 
Dimock (whose many talents include architect’s training!) is 
chairing the Building Committee that is already looking at 
architect’s initial drawings of the AIIS building.  Since this 
building is going to house the AIIS’s (a) administrative, (b) 
guesthouse facilities, (c) Center for Art and Archaeology (to move 
from Varanasi), and (d) Center for Ethnomusicology, the Treasurer 
and the Chairs of the appropriate AIIS Committees (i.e., Rick 
Asher, Cathy Asher, and Bonnie Wade) are also on the Building 
Committee, as is Bonnie McDougall.  We are grateful to all of 
them for the time and effort they are investing in this Committee. 

 
Dimock reported to the Trustees in March 1993 

 
...that the Institute had not given up hope of locating its building in 
downtown Delhi until very recently.  The site in Gurgaon, which 
has been purchased, is unfortunately quite a distance southwest of 
Delhi, but not badly located. [It should be] noted in passing that 
Prof. Possehl, while inspecting the site, did find what he believed 
to be a Harappan shard, perhaps making the location more 
auspicious than we had first realized.  The foremost advantage of 
the site is that the Institute will have a permanent home.  The 
Institute will no longer have to pay the massive penalties for non-
residential use of the buildings currently occupied in Defence 
Colony.  The new location will also consolidate expenses, 
minimize administrative and other drains on operations, and 
integrate the Institute’s many functions into a single multi-use 
facility.20 

 
In September 1993 Dimock presented the Executive Committee with the latest plans and 

explained that: 
 
True to promise, the initial plans provided by Vinod Gupta and 
Space Design Associates were innovative and incorporated many 
of the alternative energy proposals that were discussed in hiring 
him...21 

 
The Committee then asked Dimock, Chair of the Building Committee, to convey to the 

design team a whole host of concerns that individuals had raised on such matters as space 
allocation, security of equipment, potential noise problems, locations of two libraries, room for 
expansion, adequate staff facilities, and so forth. 

In his 1993-94 Midyear Report to AIIS Trustees, President Elder reported that on 20 
January 1994 the AIIS held its Foundation Stone Laying Ceremony on Plot No. 22, Sector 32 in 
Gurgaon, Haryana State.  The plot still contained the stubble of the most recent crop to be 
harvested from the field.  The Governor of Haryana unveiled the Foundation Stone and gave a 
very complimentary address that praised the scholarly work of the Institute over the previous 
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three decades.  The assembled dignitaries included a representative from the GOI Ministry of 
External Affairs and the Director of the U.S. Information Service, who represented the American 
Embassy since no ambassador had yet been appointed to replace Thomas Pickering, who had 
rather suddenly been reassigned to Moscow. 

Director General Mehendiratta was Master of Ceremonies and mounted a most 
impressive display of what the AIIS was all about through a dramatic collection of publications 
by AIIS fellows.22   The two-decade long quest all over Delhi and its environs, with the constant 
refrain, “a piece of land for the AIIS’s home,” appeared to be on the brink of realization.  
Although Gurgaon appeared to many to be far from the heart of Delhi, a shuttle bus service was 
arranged to enable staff and Fellows to move readily between Gurgaon and Delhi. 
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V. G. QUESTION OF AN AIIS LIBRARY IN INDIA 
 1. Plans for an AIIS Library in India 

W. Norman Brown’s plans for American Institute of Indian Studies included 
development of a research library on what he intended to be a campus headquarters of the 
Institute.  Brown’s models were the American Academy in Rome and the American School of 
Classical Studies at Athens.  In Rome the Academy that was established in 1894 maintained a 
world-renowned collection of over 100,000 volumes on Classical Studies, and in Athens the 
School founded in 1881 boasted two major library collections on Greece and classical western 
civilization.  Other American overseas research centers in Jerusalem (since 1900), Amman, and 
Tunis (since 1983) also maintained libraries to support their fellows’ work.1 

When Brown apprised Prem N. Kirpal (then Secretary in the Ministry of Education) in 
February 1962 of arrangements made for the fledgling Institute, he told Kirpal the Institute 
would work in close cooperation with several teaching and research institutions in Poona 
including the University of Poona, the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, the Gokhale 
Institute of Politics and Economics, and the Deccan College.  It would, according to Brown, 

 
...have access to their facilities, especially their libraries, and they 
to the Institute’s library. 

 
And he explained that 

 
The Institute, as part of its book procurement program, expects to 
purchase with American dollar funds works which cannot be paid 
for in Indian rupees.2 

 
After the Institute started functioning, Norman Brown noted in his President’s Report 

1962-63 that 
 
For its library the Institute is to have a separate section in the 
Deccan College’s new library, for which the Deccan College has 
applied to the University Grants Commission for a substantial 
grant.3 

 
The first step undertaken to implement the library proposal came in late 1963 when Louis 

Jacob, South Asian Librarian at the University of California-Berkeley, went to India on a Faculty  
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AIIS Shuttle Bus Route Between D-31 Defence Colony and Gurgaon 
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Training Fellowship with his project to review “bibliographic and microfilm resources 
and projects, ongoing and projected in India.”  Jacob spent some time in Poona discussing with 
Resident Director Hazlett and Senior Fellow Richard Lambert the nature and size of the 
proposed AIIS library.  In May 1964 Jacob submitted his detailed report on A Projected Library 
for the AIIS.4  As Jacob put it: 

 
Whether the AIIS library is to be a major collection or a small 
reference collection hinges on the construction of a new building. 

 
Jacob’s report favored construction of a major library that 

 
...would become a unique facility benefitting South Asian 
scholarship and librarianship everywhere.  Its life could be longer 
than the longest-lived Institute.  It seems far too good an 
opportunity to let slip by, if the AIIS can finance it.5 

 
Jacob visualized the library’s prospective clientele as follows: 

 
 1. AIIS Fellows in the Poona area 

  2. AIIS Fellows in the field 
 3. [AIIS] Member institutions and their libraries in the U.S. 
 4. Former Fellows, prospective Fellows, and Officers of the AIIS 
 5. Residents of Poona 
 6. Residents of India 
 7. Scholars and institutions specializing in South Asia 
 8. Scholars and institutions everywhere. 
 
This view of the library was obviously premised upon the prevailing notion of the AIIS 

as an intellectual center on a campus with permanent facilities, the hub with spokes extending all 
over India and beyond.  The Rome and Athens prototypes were very much in this grand picture. 

As part of the ongoing discussion of the library question, Director Hazlett wrote to 
President Brown in September 1963 asking: 

 
Is it possible that sometime in the future the Poona Office of the 
Institute could become their [sic] recipient of P. L. 480 library 
materials?  We have no space at the moment for the flood of 
materials this would provide, but it may not be impossible to 
explore whether we would have any chance in the future.  If we 
were to get these benefits we and the Deccan College could very 
soon become one of the major libraries in India.  Dick Lambert, 
whose idea this is, says that you know Horace Poleman [of the 
Library of Congress] and are intimately acquainted with the 
program.6 

 
Beginning in January 1962 the U.S. Library of Congress office in New Delhi collected sets of 
current Indian imprints on most subjects and in all major languages for dispatch to over a dozen 
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American research libraries.  Even if the Library of Congress (LC) were permitted under the law 
to send such a set to a library in India (it turned out at the time not to be possible), the size and 
scatter-shot nature of the set would not have been appropriate for the AIIS operation.  Some 
twenty years later it became possible to distribute sets by subject to American research libraries. 
 At that time it was determined that such selected sets could be sent to the Institute’s two 
Research Centers, since they were American institutions and, thus, were legally eligible.  In 1964 
Louis Jacob saw the potential for overkill in possible reception of “P. L. 480” materials, and in 
his report he warned against participation. 

Even before Jacob wrote his formal report, his discussions with Resident Director Hazlett 
resulted in presentation of a library plan to the Indian Advisory Committee at its first meeting on 
8 February 1964.  Hazlett told the IAC members that there were essentially two plans: first, a 
small library of books required for frequent reference by Fellows; and, second, a much more 
ambitious project for a large library of books on Indian subjects.  The first plan, he said, could be 
undertaken to begin with, followed by development of the second plan that required construction 
of a suitable building.  The IAC discussed the matter and passed a resolution that stated: 

 
In respect of library facilities the Committee noted that it had been 
decided to maintain collections of reference publications and 
special material gathered in relation to regional needs at Poona and 
all regional centres.  The next possible step was to build up at 
Poona a library which supplemented the resources of existing 
research libraries in that centre, particularly in the direction of 
having full collections of American and European publications on 
Indian subjects and on related general fields.  The Committee 
further noted that the Institute had special opportunities of making 
wider collections of Indian and some types of American 
publications which could be utilized to build up a specially 
valuable library centre.  The Committee was of opinion that Indian 
scholars would highly appreciate action taken by the authorities of 
the Institute in the direction of developing such a programme of 
building up library facilities.7 

 
The IAC members were particularly intrigued by the prospect of a major AIIS library that 

would supplement the resources in Poona, especially in expanding the collection of expensive 
American and European publications that would be available to local scholars. 

Further discussion of the library occurred at the AIIS Trustees meeting in October 1964 
when Hazlett, who had returned to the U.S. after his year as Resident Director, told the Trustees 
that the recommended plan envisaged 

 
...a library ultimately of a quarter million books 

 
both American and other non-Indian publications, as well as Indian imprints.  The question of 
joining the LC procurement program [“P. L. 480”] was laid to rest at that time because the 
wording of P. L. 480 legislation prevented a library in India from receiving books under the 
Library of Congress acquisitions scheme.  However a suggestion was made that 
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...maybe we should press Congress to find a way that permits this.8 
 
Then the Trustees passed a resolution that the Director and the Executive Committee be 
instructed to proceed toward the establishment in India of a library of materials on India. 

In 1965 Brown admitted that funds for developing of a library in Poona were just not 
forthcoming, and at the IAC meeting on 14 January 1965 he announced that 

 
...not much progress has been made in the establishment of a 
library at Poona which could supplement the resources of existing 
research libraries at the centre.9 

 
When D. D. Karve wrote the report on the 1967 meeting of the IAC, he said: 

 
As the Institute is not in a position to develop its own library in 
Poona, it has decided to make a donation to the Deccan College for 
the purchase of books and in recognition of the use which the 
Fellows make of the Deccan College Library.  During the past two 
years the Institute has give Rs. 4000/- to the authorities of the 
Deccan College for these purposes.10 

 
The dormant question of an AIIS library in Poona was revived in 1971 by S. G. Karnik, 

then the Business Manager of the Institute’s Headquarters on the eve of the transfer of most of 
its operations to New Delhi.  Karnik apparently made an effort to retain for the Poona Regional 
Center as many academic activities as possible.  In this attempt he forwarded a copy of Louis 
Jacob’s 1964 report to Resident Director Robert Miller in New Delhi suggesting that the 
establishment of an AIIS library would create 

 
...an academic and cultural impact on the Indian scholarly 
community.11 

 
No more was heard of this proposition until 1974, when Richard Lambert reported to 

President Dimock that S. G. Karnik (no longer employed by the AIIS) wrote him on various 
matters including the establishment of a library (in which, presumably, Karnik hoped to play a 
part).  Lambert wrote that he had had trouble convincing Karnik that he -- Lambert -- no longer 
had any role in the Institute, but Lambert continued: 

 
I agree with Karnik on the retention of a beachhead in Poona, for 
the same reason I support it in Calcutta, although there are no or 
few fellows there.  The library suggestion I made is that one set of 
P. L. 480 be put in Poona.  There is no repository collection in 
Western India (there are such collections in Delhi and Calcutta 
[sic: there was one in Bombay]) and such a collection would 
restore Poona to a place where both Western and Indian scholars 
could meet and work side by side.  We would not want to go into 
the USIA library business, but to establish a P. L. 480 plus a 
limited number of American reference works and periodicals 
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would be an excellent investment.  If we named it after Norman 
Brown it would get immediate reception in India and would 
divorce it from the American propaganda image.  Anyway, this is 
one thought for a rejuvenation role.  Perhaps something more 
modest could be developed.  It does seem to me that we have 
under-exploited the hospitality of the Poona setting.12 

 
Lambert’s letter to Dimock sparked discussion at the next Trustees’ meeting.  The 

question of participating in the Library of Congress’ “P. L. 480” book procurement program, as 
mentioned in Lambert’s letter, came up again.  If this could be arranged, Treasurer Donald 
Murray said: 

 
...the collection could be housed in the Deccan College’s old 
library, now leased to the Institute, and…administrative costs 
could be met through existing funds.13 

 
There ensued considerable discussion of the whole library question, and 

 
...given the range of primarily cautiously adverse opinion 

 
the Trustees resolved to have the President appoint 

 
An ad hoc Library Committee to explore the advisability of the 
AIIS developing expanded library resources in India.14 

 
Furthermore, it was suggested that the ad hoc committee explore locations other than Poona for 
such a library. 

No further discussion or action appeared to be taken on assembling a library collection 
immediately after this 1974 initiative.  In 1981 the question was raised again by E. Gene Smith, 
Field Director of the LC Office in New Delhi.  He suggested that 

 
the AIIS consider being a recipient of materials purchased by P. L. 
480 rupees and establish a library at one of its locations in India to 
house the collection.15 

 
Apparently the legal restriction on supplying materials to a library in India were circumvented, 
since the library would be American.  Once again Poona was proposed as the location for the 
library -- excepting art and archaeology that would be sent to the Center at Banaras.  The 
Executive Committee received this idea with enthusiasm, but 

 
...a considerable amount of concern was expressed regarding the 
logistics of such an operation and the financial commitment 
involved in setting up and maintaining a library.  It was pointed 
out that the number of books and other materials purchased by P. 
L. 480 funds is great and that this volume would be increased 
tremendously by LC’s promise that as much retroactive materials 
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as possible would be sent to the library as well.  An effective staff 
and well-organized library administration would be essential to 
such an operation.  It was decided that a final decision be 
postponed until more information was available regarding the 
details of the arrangement between LC and AIIS.16 

 
The Committee asked Frank Conlon, who had just finished a term on the Executive Committee, 
and Eleanor Zelliot, Chair of the Board of Trustees for 1981-82, to look into the matter and 
report their findings to the Committee.  
 
 2. Research Centers’ Libraries 

While the Institute never did establish a major general library in Poona or elsewhere, a 
small specialized collection on art and archaeology was developed at the American Academy of 
Benares (AAB).  The Academy began research and documentation operations in 1966 as an 
“autonomous division of the Institute” after the January 1966 agreement signed by W. Norman 
Brown on behalf of the AIIS and Pramod Chandra for the AAB.  With generous funding from 
the Smithsonian Institution and the John D. Rockefeller III Fund, the AAB carried out its work 
but (for reasons explained elsewhere) was not recognized by the Government of India.  In an 
attempt to gain recognition, the AIIS established its Committee on Art and Archaeology in 1969 
to supervise the Academy’s activities and bring it under the Institute’s jurisdiction as the Center 
of Art and Archaeology (CAA).  As part of this reorganization the AIIS moved the AAB/CAA 
across the Ganges to the Ramnagar Court House that it leased and where the Center had been 
since December 1969. 

Within its first two years, 1966 and 1967, the AAB built a library collection of  
 
...nearly 2,000 books and 700 journals including many rare items 
and copies of Sanskrit manuscripts on art and architecture.17 

 
By April 1972, when Robert Crane visited India on the trip that was supposed to prepare him for 
the Resident-Directorship later that year (which never came about), he reported to President 
Embree on the Center for Art and Archaeology and  

 
...its very fine library, in the best possible condition, of about 8,000 
titles...many of which are out of print and very difficult to find in 
most good libraries.18 

 
Frederick Asher, Chair of the Committee on Art and Archaeology, wrote his report on the Center 
for the Annual Report 1976-78.  He mentioned the 

 
...well-maintained open-stack library of almost 10,000 volumes 
[which complements the photographic] archive and makes the 
Center a vital research facility for scholars and students in all 
fields dealing with ancient India.19 

 
In 1978-80 it was reported that 
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1,443 books and 797 periodicals [sic], maps and off-prints of 
various articles were added to the Center’s library.20 

 
(Reference to “797 periodicals” must surely mean 797 issues of journal titles, not that number of 
new titles). 

Year by year the Center’s library holdings increased.  In 1986-88 there were reported to 
be 14,000 books and nearly 6,000 periodicals [sic]; in 1988-90 there were 15,000 books, and in 
1990-92 it was reported that 

 
...the Center’s library holds over 16,000 books and 6,000 
periodicals [sic] as well as many maps and offprints 

 
and it was boasted that  

 
...this open stack system continues to be India’s best-organized art 
and archaeology library explaining why many scholars come from 
a considerable distance to the Center.21 

 
The Institute’s other Center, the Archives and Research Center on Ethnomusicology 

(ARCE) opened in August 1982 with its archival facility in Pune and its recording and 
depository facility in New Delhi.  An Archivist-cum-Librarian was immediately appointed, and 
books, periodicals, audio tapes, and LP records began to be collected. 

As noted above, in 1981 E. Gene Smith of the LC office in New Delhi suggested that 
AIIS consider receiving a set of materials that LC collected.  In response to this suggestion, the 
Pune-based ARCE requested from LC  

 
...a donation of L.P. records of Indian music which they are 
currently offering to institutions in the U.S.22 

 
This request quickly developed into the ARCE becoming a participant in the Library of 
Congress’ Special Foreign Currencies Program in the fall of 1982.   

 
In return for a yearly fee of $500, this program offers Indian 
publications from their extensive lists to participating institutions.  
In addition, the ARCE has been able to request books from back 
issues of the LC lists.  Further, through a special arrangement with 
the LC Delhi office, a copy of all Indian recordings are being given 
to the ARCE as they are published in exchange for which the 
ARCE provides evaluations of the recordings under the 
supervision of Dr. Ranade for possible inclusion in the LC lists.  
To date, commercial records and cassettes now total more than 
8,000 through this scheme, while books acquisitions now approach 
5,000, of which approximately 2/3 have come through the LC 
program.  In addition about 300 or more journals relevant to Indian 
ethnomusicology (including subscriptions) have been acquired by 
the ARCE.23 
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By paying the dollar fee of $500, the Institute was thus able to get around the restriction that LC 
not supply materials to an Indian library. 

In January 1987 the library was transferred to larger, consolidated quarters in New Delhi 
and continued to grow in size and sophistication of access to both its recordings and its books 
and journals.  For example, 

 
Books are now catalogued using a dedicated bibliographic 
program that provides a wide range of indexing by keywords and 
subjects.  Relevant articles from journals are also indexed on this 
database.  This program provides output in standard bibliographic 
formats, and has proved useful in providing selected bibliographies 
to scholars...accessioning of tapes, discs, books and journals are 
now computerized.24 

 
By 1992 the reference use of the library accounted for over 50% of the use made of all 

the research resources at ARCE.  At the end of 1992 the library included 7,345 books from the 
fields of ethnomusicology, music and musicology, performing arts, folklore, anthropology, and 
related disciplines.  In addition it subscribed to more than seventy-five journals from all over the 
world, supplementing those that came through the LC programs.25

While the AIIS never did establish a major research library in Poona (now called Pune), 
as it turned out this was most fortunate.  Pune was really off the beaten track with no direct air 
service from New Delhi.  For many Institute functions Pune became quite peripheral, especially 
after the experimental period when one section of the ARCE was set up there from 1982 to 1986 
and then transferred to New Delhi. 

Between the Art and Archaeology collection and the Archives and Research Center, the 
Institute came to own and run two of the great specialized libraries for South Asian studies in 
India.  In many ways W. Norman Brown’s vision of an Institute library that would complement 
existing Indian collections was realized.  Rather than being Indological in the sense of 
concentrating on classical Indian languages and literatures with an admixture of social science 
materials, the Institute’s two research collections were themselves a mix of humanistic and social 
science (particularly anthropology, folklore, and linguistics) materials.  This surely would have 
pleased W. Norman Brown. 
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CHAPTER V. AIIS ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
V. H. AIIS PERIODICAL PUBLICATIONS 
 1. Annual / Biennial Reports 

Organizations such as the AIIS routinely and periodically publish information on their 
activities, officers, members, staffing, and financial status.  In keeping with this tradition, the 
Institute produced Annual / Biennial Reports and several newsletters.  An AIIS scholarly journal 
was proposed but never saw the light of day. 

Between 1962 and 1992 the Institute produced twenty-two separate Annual or Biennial 
Reports.  Aside from the second, called Annual Report [No. 2] for 1962-63, none were officially 
numbered; however for purposes of ready reference I have supplied in square brackets [in italics] 
according to library procedure a number for each subsequent report to make identification more 
accurate.  These official documents are all-important summaries of Institute developments and 
deserve to be accorded more importance and care in preparation than has been the case on some 
occasions. 

The first report that could be located, actually titled “President’s Report 1961-62," was 
simply a five-sheet letter-size mimeographed affair written by W. Norman Brown addressed to 
Trustees and “Interested Persons” and sent from the Institute’s Philadelphia Headquarters.  The 
second, which bore the information “Annual Report [No. 2],” was printed and sent out from 
Philadelphia.  It included the “President’s Report for 1962-63,” a short Treasurer’s Report, and 
seven pages of auditors’ reports along with statements of receipts and payments from Indian 
Headquarters in Poona.  These were followed by a list of AIIS institutional members and their 
representatives, plus rosters of the four categories of Fellows who comprised the first batch sent 
to India. 

With 1963-64 and what I have dubbed Number [3], the Annual Report became 
standardized and settled into a format that lasted until Number [11] in 1971-72.  Up through 
Number [11] the Reports came out of the Philadelphia Headquarters and, until Number [10] for 
1970-71, were produced under President W. Norman Brown’s direction.  The 11th was produced 
under President Ainslie Embree and again came out of Philadelphia where the Secretariat 
remained during the Embree presidency.  For the period until 1971-72 the Reports were standard 
in format and regularly included the “President’s Report” and the “Resident-Director’s Report” 
in addition to lists of Members, Trustees, Fellows, and financial statements by the Treasurer and 
official auditors. 

A change came with Number [14] for the two years 1974-76.  These reports were 
produced in New Delhi under the editorship of Director Mehendiratta.  It was not until Number 
[17] for 1980-82 that the publication was re-titled “Biennial Report” -- finally according with its 
real periodicity.  Number [11] for 1971-72 was the last one that covered just a single year. 

From Number [18] for 1982-84 onwards the publication came out in widely varying size 
and format and displayed unevenness and a lack of uniformity that impeded easy comparison 
across several issues (but perhaps only an historian attempting to glean information over time 
would be sensitive to this).  In 1995 the latest report appeared to be for 1990-92, which meant 
that the Institute did not have at hand an informative and up-to-date summary of its activities to 
distribute to interested persons.1 
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2. Institute Newsletters 

a. From Philadelphia Headquarters 
The first AIIS Newsletter came out of the Philadelphia Headquarters on 1 October 1964.  

When the Secretary, Richard Robinson, introduced it, he wrote: 
 
As an American Institute of Indian Studies progresses towards the high 

point of its third year, it has become apparent that something in the nature of a 
newsletter is needed to apprise member institutions of matters known to the 
Executive Office.  This is the first of a series of AIIS NEWSLETTERS that will 
be distributed from time to time over the signature of the Secretary. 
 
This issue was nothing fancier than a two-page letter-size mimeographed memo on AIIS 

letterhead.  It was addressed to “Presidents and trustees of member institutions, and other 
interested persons.”  All it consisted of were a few paragraphs from the latest slender Annual 
Report.2 

Following Robinson, Edward C. Dimock, Jr. took over as Secretary in 1964-65 and 
retained that position for seven years until he became Vice President in 1971.  As far as can be 
determined, the first newsletter that Dimock produced was for April 1969 followed by one in 
October 1969 and then another for June 1970.  Other than these three, no more seem to have 
survived in the Institute files in Chicago, if indeed they were ever produced.  Each was brief and 
based on the relevant Annual Report.  The addressees remained the same as in Robinson’s first 
issue, i.e., “Presidents and trustees of member institutions, and other interested persons.”3 

There is no evidence that any further attempt to issue a newsletter from the American 
side ever took place. 

 
b. From Headquarters in India: Poona and New Delhi 

An attempt was made in 1969 to issue a newsletter from Institute Headquarters in Poona. 
Resident Director Thomas Simons sent out a one-page mimeographed sheet called: “Newsletter: 
AIIS in Indian, [No. 1].”  It was dated 2 January 1969.  Simons prefaced the six paragraphs taken 
from the latest Annual Report with the following statement: 

 
It was the consensus of the Executive Committee that universities 
and colleges, members of the Institute, would like to receive a 
Newsletter covering the activities of the Institute in India.  This 
will introduce a series of Quarterly Newsletters from Poona in 
compliance with this objective.  The Newsletter will be issued at 
the beginning of each quarter and sent to every member of the 
Board of Trustees.4 

 
After Simons resigned and returned to the U.S. later in 1969, and after D. D. Karve took 

over as Acting Director for a year, nothing more was heard of a quarterly newsletter even after 
the Headquarters moved to New Delhi in 1970 with the installation of Robert Miller as Resident 
Director.  The first indication that the Institute thought it useful finally to follow Simons’ lead 
and produce a publication in India came at the Trustees’ meeting in 1972.  Thus it was reported: 
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The Staff of the Delhi office and the regional centers of the 
AIIS should devote a portion of their time in a systematic fashion 
to improving the flow of information and services to member 
institutions of the AIIS.  This would involve, among other 
activities, gathering information from available public sources 
regarding scholarly research activity being carried out in India and 
submitting such information to the Executive Committee in the 
USA for routine inclusion in a newsletter to be circulated at the 
member institutions.5 

 
While from this it could be construed that the newsletter would actually come out in the U.S., 
Mehendiratta took the lead a year later in India.  As he said: 

 
At the Fall 1973 meeting of the Executive Committee of the 
Institute, the Officiating Director proposed that the Institute should 
bring out a quarterly newsletter.  The Executive Committee 
endorsed the proposal and the first two issues of the Newsletter 
have been published and widely circulated.6 

 
The Director went into considerable detail about the Newsletter in his report at the end of 

the 1974-76 biennium.  This constituted the most detailed description and coverage of the AIIS 
Newsletter question between 1974, when the first issue appeared in India, and 1983, when it was 
suspended because of lack of compliance with the GOI’s Contributions Regulation Act.  Here 
are some excerpts: 

 
We at the Indian end of the AIIS operations regard the publication 
of the Newsletter as a significant development.  It publicises our 
operations in India and constitutes an effective channel of 
communication with the entire scholarly community, AIIS 
Fellows, as well as academicians whose guidance and cooperation 
are essential for smooth and efficient running of our operations in 
India. Yet it costs us either in terms of acquisition of material -- 
some of the best on Research Facilities in India -- or for printing. 
In this Report, therefore, we propose giving a bit of space to the 
development of the Newsletter.  The AIIS Executive Committee at 
its meeting held in Chicago in October 1973 decided that we bring 
out a Quarterly Newsletter.  Immediately, consultations were held 
with our friends here as to how it could be done, and what the 
essential elements were in organising and floating a house journal. 
After completing formalities such as registration with the Registrar 
of Newspapers, a modest start was made in June 1974 with a 
mimeographed issue.  It was purely informative, containing 
statistics about our current Fellowships position, alongside details 
about AIIS scholars in India, the topics of work on which they 
were engaged, similar information about coming Fellows, and 
publications they would find useful, and the current working of our 
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Regional Centers, including the Benaras Center for Art & 
Archaeology. 
The reaction was rather unexpected: we were encouraged to bring 
out a printed house journal, with a beautiful cover, illustrating one 
of the most striking of the performing arts in India: The puppet 
show...This issue was printed and distributed in the Fall of 1974. 
By this time, the Newsletter was an established institution.  The 
U.S. Library of Congress requested a supply of 298 copies of each 
issue for circulation among their English Language participants in 
the U.S. 
In India, the reaction was favorable in three significant ways.  In 
the first instance, we found institutions and scholars coming forth 
to supply valuable information regarding research facilities, and 
what is more significant, making them fruitfully available for AIIS 
scholars. 
Secondly, with everything openly on the cards, the authorities 
became increasingly convinced of our bonafide interest in the 
promotion of research. 
Thirdly, advertisements came forth from leading booksellers, 
banks, airlines and others: thus money became rapidly available 
for financing the Project...Against this background, our third issue 
of the Newsletter came out in the Spring of 1975...The Spring 
1975 issue expanded in scope in many ways.  Even the Regional 
Reports were now richer in the sense that they contained accounts 
of publications brought out in the various regions of India, 
dissertations offered by scholars at Indian universities, etc. 
In the Summer 1975 issue, a photograph of Prof. W. Norman 
Brown appeared on the cover, as he had just passed away...7 

 
Perusal of a complete bound set of the newsletters at the New Delhi office in 1992 

showed that between 1974 and 1983 -- i.e., in ten years -- twenty-three issues were produced (or 
29 if one counts double numbers as two rather than as one single issue of two numbers bound 
together) -- far less than the forty that should have been expected for a quarterly publication.  
What were published were somewhat erratic and erratically numbered.  A check list of the 
number and dates of newsletters is presented in an endnote.8 

The substance of the individual issues was also uneven, but that was true for most 
newsletters.  Quite a few useful descriptions of research institutes throughout India were 
interspersed with interminable lists of Indian theses and Indian Council of Social Science 
Research research projects.  The summer 1975 issue, well over fifty pages long, contained a lot 
of repetition from Biennial Reports and no apparent editorial direction.  Unfortunately 
Mehendiratta had not designated a person to take charge of the newsletter operation, and it 
remained entirely dependent on his own time.  By 1990 Mehendiratta had established a 
newsletter advisory board of Regional Center officers Tarun Mitra and P. Venugopala Rao and 
ARCE Associate Director Shubha Chaudhuri.9  But the last word resided with the Director. 

As editor Director Mehendiratta was responsible in 1975 and 1976 for writing and 
publishing three editorials lauding the GOI under Indira Gandhi’s “Emergency Rule” for her 20-
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Point Economic Program and such schemes.  The editorials, one of which was headed “Thanks 
to the Emergency,” referred to the wisdom and farsightedness of the Government of India and 
spoke of “Our Beloved Prime Minister” -- sentiments charged by Institute Trustees as showing 
assumption of a political stance by the AIIS expressed in an official Institute publication.  That 
the editorials were unsigned compounded the problem in the eyes of Trustees and made it look 
as though the Institute as a whole condoned the sentiments expressed.  Nothing was further from 
the truth.  Some felt that it might have been acceptable if Mehendiratta had published the 
statements over his own name, since he had every right to make a statement.  But many felt that 
the Institute, as an American organization, had no right to take a position on an Indian political 
matter, and some Trustees were highly critical of the “Emergency.”  If an Institute official were 
to take a position, it should be as an individual and signed as such.  It should not appear to be on 
behalf of the Institute.  

In an effort to end the controversy that went on for over a year, President Dimock 
circulated ballots to be voted on by Executive Committee members and, if adopted sent on to the 
Trustees for action.10  The resolution stated: 

 
BE IT RESOLVED, that although Officers, Employees, Trustees, 
and Fellows of the American Institute of Indian Studies are free to 
speak their minds on any issue, they cannot speak on behalf of the 
Institute itself, which takes no political positions, nor does any 
such individual statement imply Institute support or disapproval. 

 
Results of this balloting have not been seen.  Meanwhile, for posterity, the AIIS 

Quarterly Newsletter remained encumbered by several unfortunate fawning and politically 
insensitive editorials.   

Just when some consistency and regularity had been achieved in numbering and 
publication schedule (although not a single year had seen four quarterly issues), the whole 
enterprise came to a halt in 1984 because the Government of India required the Institute to 
register under the Foreign Contributions Regulation Act (FCRA) that it was about to enforce.  As 
the Director explained in the 1985-86 Biennial Report: 

 
The Institute received a communication from the Ministry of 
Home Affairs of the Government of India instructing the Institute 
to register under Foreign Contributions Regulation Act.  The 
Institute wrote to the Ministry of Home Affairs indicating that the 
AIIS was an American institution, incorporated in the USA under 
the Societies Registration Act, and the Institute receives grants 
from American sources and that in view of these circumstances the 
AIIS was not receiving any foreign contributions and therefore the 
question of registration under FCRA did not arise.  The Ministry of 
Home Affairs disagreed with these views and instructed the 
Institute to register under the above Act failing which the Institute 
would not be permitted to receive grants from any source other 
than India.  To comply with the Indian Government’s wishes the 
Institute applied for registration. [But] the registration would mean 
the following: a) The Foreign Contributions Regulation Act 
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prohibits the institutions receiving foreign contributions to bring 
out any newsletter/journals in printed forms, etc. 

 
The Director stated that the Institute had signed the above undertaking.11 

While the Institute applied to register according to the GOI wishes, it was not allowed to 
publish its Headquarters newsletter again until 1988.  That was when the Ministry of Home 
Affairs “amended its regulations [to]...permit publication of Newsletters such as those of the 
AIIS.”12  In 1988 Volume 11, Numbers 1 and 2 came out under the title AIIS Quarterly 
Newsletter.  The next issues appeared a year later in 1990 under a new title, AIIS Newsletter and 
appeared as Numbers 1 and 2 but without a Volume number.  Also in 1990 it was decided to 
publish newsletters only once a year.13 

 
c. From AIIS Research Centers 

In September 1984 the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology that still had 
its administrative section in Pune published the first issue of Samvadi: Newsletter of ARCE14 
edited by A. D. Ranade with Shubha Chaudhuri as Publication Officer.  It was called Volume 1, 
Number 1 and displayed the statement “Registration applied for,” thereby apparently making it 
legal to be published. 

Before the ARCE moved its Pune operations to New Delhi in 1985, it published two 
more issues of its newsletter despite the restrictions placed on the AIIS newsletter itself.  
Strangely, the second ARCE publication was also numbered Vol. 1, [No. 1] but for Fall 1985, 
while the second followed with Vol. 1, [No. 2] but for the preceding period, October 1984 - May 
1985! 

In 1986 the GOI restrictions caught up with Samvadi: Newsletter of the ARCE, and the 
ARCE was forced, under the Foreign Contributions Regulation Act, to discontinue publication. 

In 1988, after a break of over two years, The ARCE Newsletter: Samvadi resumed 
publication.  Presumably because it reversed words in its title it was considered a new periodical 
and started all over again with numbering.  Thus, Vol. 1, [No. 1] came out in Summer 1988 with 
the promise of three issues per year: Summer, Fall, and Winter.  After the next issue (a combined 
Fall-Winter 1990, Vol. 1, Nos. 2-3) the numbering system seemed to have been abandoned, and 
we find Summer-Fall 1990, followed by Winter 1991.  Such was the erratic life of the newsletter. 

The Fall-Winter 1988 issue was first produced with desktop publishing software at the 
ARCE itself before its actual printing at a commercial printing establishment in New Delhi.  
Shubha Chaudhuri was the editor. 

The Samvadi newsletter included interviews with scholars who recorded various music 
performances and deposited copies of their tapes at the ARCE.  It also provided specialized 
bibliographies and information on ARCE holdings of music tapes as well as of printed materials 
in its library.  It also usually included a number of special features and photographs.  Over 800 
scholars and institutions in India and in a number of foreign countries received copies of this 
exemplary newsletter. 

In May 1989 the Institute published Puratani [“antiquity”]: the Newsletter of the AIIS 
Center for Art and Archaeology in Varanasi.  It did not appear to have been actually produced 
and issued by the Center.  Rather it had been put together in New Delhi under the supervision of 
Director Mehendiratta.  It described the AIIS in general and then went into particulars of the 
CAA with synopses of the major activities of the Center such as Documentation, the 
Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture, and the Gazetteer Project.  The Center’s library 
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was described, as were some of the publications put out by scholars under the CAA’s auspices. 
 
3. Proposal for an AIIS Scholarly Journal 
In 1970 there was a suggestion that the Institute establish its own scholarly journal.  This 

was shot down by W. Norman Brown, D. D. Karve, and others on the basis that the topics 
pursued by AIIS scholars were so diverse that collection of their papers in one journal would be 
incongruous.  After some discussion at a Trustees’ meeting, the Trustees resolved that “a 
scholarly journal not be published at this time.”  AIIS Fellows were urged to contribute as much 
as possible to existing journals in their disciplines in India.15  That would, it was thought, serve 
better to demonstrate to Indian colleagues the results of Fellows’ research in India. 
 

ENDNOTES, V. H. 
Introductory Note on Endnotes of Chapter V. 

This section on American Institute of Indian Studies depended for documentation to a 
considerable extent on the Institute’s own Annual Reports.  However, since the reports were not 
numbered after [No. 2] (subtitled “Annual Report [No. 2], including the first year of operation in 
India”), and since their frequency was changed from annual to biennial in 1972-74, there were 
some problems in referring to them.  Even after the shift in frequency, these documents were still 
commonly referred to as “annual,” though they were actually for two-year periods.  In order to 
facilitate citation, I arbitrarily supplied numbers in the following list, and within endnotes I used 
these numbers in addition to the years of the Reports. 

AIIS Reports [Nos. 1-10], (1961-71) were issued during the presidency of W. Norman 
Brown and included his presidential summaries.  Reports [Nos. 11 and 12] (1971-73) were 
issued during Ainslie Embree’s presidency, while Reports [Nos. 13 through 19] (1973 through 
1986) covered the presidency of Edward C. Dimock, Jr.  These Reports included their respective 
presidential summaries. 

Since these Reports were essential to compiling a history of the AIIS, it was unfortunate 
that they were not numbered and more consistently organized and that they were not deposited in 
U.S. libraries and thus made accessible to scholars. 

 
 
 
1. AIIS Reports by number, year(s) covered, and place of issuance: 

*  = Labeled “Annual” but actually “Biennial”   -  [   ]   ( If Supplied ) 
Number  Annual / Biennial  Years Covered Place  
[ 1 ]   “President’s Report  1961-62  Philadelphia 
 2   Annual    1962-63  Philadelphia 
[ 3 ]   Annual    1963-64  Philadelphia 
[ 4 ]   Annual    1964-65  Philadelphia 
[ 5 ]   Annual    1965-66  Philadelphia 
[ 6 ]   Annual    1966-67  Philadelphia 
[ 7 ]   Annual    1967-68  Philadelphia 
[ 8 ]   Annual    1968-69  Philadelphia 
[ 9 ]   Annual    1969-70  Philadelphia 
[ 10 ]   Annual    1970-71  Philadelphia 
[ 11 ]   Annual    1971-72  Philadelphia 



V. H.  AIIS Periodical Publications 
 

- 421 - 

[ 12 + 13 ]  Annual      1972-73  +  1973-74  New Delhi 
[ 14 ]   Annual / Biennial*  1974-76  New Delhi 
[ 15 ]   Annual / Biennial*  1976-78  New Delhi 
[ 16 ]   Annual / Biennial*  1978-80  New Delhi 
[ 17 ]   Biennial   1980-82  New Delhi 
[ 18 ]   Biennial   1982-84  New Delhi 
[ 19 ]   Biennial   1984-86  New Delhi 
[ 20 ]   Biennial   1986-88  New Delhi  
[ 21 ]   Biennial   1988-90  New Delhi 
[ 22 ]   Biennial   1990-92  New Delhi  
2. Richard Robinson, AIIS Secretary, Memo-Newsletter to “Presidents and trustees of 

member institutions, and other interested persons,” 1 October 1964, 2 pgs. 
3. Edward C. Dimock, Jr., AIIS Secretary, Newsletter, 1 April 1969, 2 pages, 1 October 

1969, p. 2; and 1 June 1970, p. 3. 
4. Thomas W. Simons, AIIS Resident Director, “Newsletter: AIIS in India, [No. 1],” 2 

January 1969, p. 1. 
5. Minutes of the Board of Trustees’ Meeting, 16-17 September 1972, pp. 2-3. 
6. P. R. Mehendiratta in “Director’s Report on Indian Operations, 1973-74,” in Annual 

Report, 1973-74, [Nos. 12 and 13 combined], p. 31. 
7. P. R. Mehendiratta in “Director’s Report,” in Annual Report, 1974-76, [No. 14], pp. 28-

31. 
8. For the record, the New Delhi office published ten volumes (with twenty-three numbers) 

of Newsletters between 1974 and 1983.  (Note: 1974, 1975, and 1976 were assumed to be 
Volumes 1, 2, and 3, since in 1977 the volume number continued with Volume 4!)  They 
comprised: 
Year  Volume Numbers  Seasonal Designation 
1974  [ 1 ]  1, 2   Summer, Autumn 
1975  [ 2 ]  3, 4, 5   Spring, Summer, Autumn 
1976  [ 3 ]  6, 7, 8   Summer, Monsoon, Winter 
1977  4  9  (i.e., 1-2, 3-4) Summer, Winter 
1978  5  1-2     
1979  6  1, 2     
1980  7  1, 2, 3-4    
1981  8  1-2, 3, 4   
1982  9  1, 2-3   
1983  10  1, 2-3   

9. Listed on inside cover of AIIS Newsletter, [No. 2], 1990. 
10. Memo of Edward C. Dimock, Jr. to Executive Committee members, 13 May 1977. 
11. P. R. Mehendiratta in “Director’s Report” in Biennial Report, 1984-86, [No. 19], p. 26. 
12. P. R. Mehendiratta in “Director’s Report” in Biennial Report, 1986-88, [No. 20], p. 23. 
13. P. R. Mehendiratta in “Director’s Report” in Biennial Report, 1988-90, [No. 21], p. 25. 
14. “Samvadi” refers to something concordant in music, i.e., harmony. 
15. Minutes of the Board of Trustees Meeting, 9 May 1970, p. 15. 
 
 
 



V. H.  AIIS Periodical Publications 
 

- 422 - 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER VI. AIIS ACADEMIC OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 VI. A. AIIS ADVANCED LANGUAGE-TRAINING PROGRAM IN INDIA 
  1. Introduction 
  2. First Phase: 1963 
  3. Second Phase: 1964-69 
  4. Third Phase: 1969-71 
  5. Reorganization of the Advanced Language-Training Program in the 1970s 
  6. Structure, Orientation, and Changes in the 1980s 
  7. Question of “Irregularly-Taught Languages” 
  8. Advanced Language-Training Program in the 1990s 

ENDNOTES, VI. A 
  
  
CHAPTER VI. AIIS ACADEMIC OPERATIONS IN INDIA 

 
VI. A. AIIS ADVANCED LANGUAGE-TRAINING PROGRAM IN INDIA 



VI. A.  AIIS Advanced Language-Training Program in India.   
 

- 423 - 

1. Introduction 
When the American Institute of Indian Studies was established in 1961, its two main 

functions were stated to be: first, research in India at the Senior and Junior levels; and second, 
advanced and specialized training in Indian languages.  Chapter IV. C. traced the development of 
concerns in the United States with teaching and research on modern South Asian languages in 
the period following World War II and described the various organizational mechanisms set up 
to address these concerns.  These mechanisms culminated in the establishment of the AIIS’ own 
committee on language in 1965. 

This section deals with several phases of the Institute’s language program and details the 
languages involved and the number of participants, along with various problems of funding. 

In the original funding agreement between the Institute and the Department of State for 
use of P. L. 480 rupee funds, there were provisions neither for regional offices nor for a language 
program.  It was assumed that most Fellows would come with language competence gained in 
the course of background training for field research.  However, it was soon found that many 
Institute grantees did not come from the U.S. academic centers that had established programs in 
South Asian languages.  Thus the Institute set about designing programs in the field for 
introductory and intermediate language instruction as well as the advanced and specialized 
training proposed at the outset. 

 
2. First Phase: 1963 
The first phase of the Institute’s language program began in 1963.  Pending separate 

funding provisions for Regional Centers, in that year the Resident Director in Poona allocated 
$5,000 each from Headquarters funds for the establishment of Regional Centers in Calcutta and 
New Delhi.  Among other things, these Centers were, respectively, to begin Bengali and Hindi 
language teaching. 

In Calcutta Senior Fellow Edward C. Dimock, Jr. (a participant in the early Rockefeller 
program at the Deccan College) began to offer classes in his specialty, Bengali.  These classes 
were at the introductory and intermediate levels rather than at the advanced level aimed for in the 
original proposal to the State Department.1   Furthermore, according to Resident Director 
Lambert in a lengthy report on the language instruction operation, 

 
...the bulk of the membership of these [Bengali] classes comprised 
non-Institute fellows.”2  

 
Senior Fellow Dimock explained the reason for this in his report at the end of his stint in 
Calcutta: 

 
It was in the original plan for the Calcutta office submitted 

to the Institute Executive Committee in the U.S., that the program 
sponsored by the Institute in Calcutta include the teaching of 
Bengali to non-Bengali speakers.  Accordingly, one of our first 
moves was to establish a Bengali course, using, through the 
courtesy of the Ford Foundation, a large seminar room at Ford 
Foundation office in Rawdon Street.  The reasons for our using 
that seminar room rather than our own office are two: a) That at 
the times when classes are going on the Institute office is often 



VI. A.  AIIS Advanced Language-Training Program in India.   
 

- 424 - 

used for other activities and office work, and b) a majority of the 
people who expressed their interest in taking the language course 
were employees of the Ford Foundation in Calcutta.  We began our 
course in November with an enrollment of seven, and the number 
of students rapidly rose to 12...The majority of students now 
studying are non-Bengalis not connected with the AIIS.  Several of 
them are American and Indian officers of the Ford Foundation, 
who will be posted in Calcutta for several years and who see the 
necessity for learning the language.  Others include Europeans 
married to Bengalis, students both non-Bengali Indian and non-
Indians who are studying in Calcutta.3 

 
Lambert’s assessment was 

 
...that the Institute should go on a tutorial system in Calcutta unless 
the demand of our Fellows there is sufficient to justify the 
conducting of classes.”4   

 
He emphasized that any AIIS language program should be restricted to the needs of Institute 
Fellows. 

The situation in the recently established New Delhi Regional Center was quite different.  
There the Senior Fellow, David G. Mandelbaum, set up a program for Fellows who wished to 
work on Hindi.  The Center kept a roster of suitable teachers and paid for Fellows’ language 
instruction.5  At the outset, 

 
...the Institute found itself paying heavy transportation bills 
to bring the teaching linguist from Old Delhi to the 
[Institute] center in New Delhi to provide classroom 
instruction. 

Lambert continued, in his year-end evaluation of the situation, by recommending 
 
that in Delhi the Institute continue the tutorial system wherein it 
pays for Fellows’ language instruction and keeps a roster of 
suitable teachers.6 

 
In 1963 at AIIS Headquarters in Poona Gordon Fairbanks of Cornell (also a veteran of 

the Rockefeller-funded linguistics program run at the Deccan College from 1954 to 1959 and a 
central figure in all the pre-AIIS language committees formed in the U.S.) began language 
instruction in Hindi and Marathi to Institute Fellows in a six-week session set up through special 
arrangements and funding authorized by the Institute.7 

It was not possible to determine the enrollment statistics for all these Institute attempts 
between 1962 and 1964 at offering language instruction to its Fellows in the field.  However, it 
was clear that several different models were tried with varying degrees of success. 

 
3. Second Phase: 1964-69 
By the end of 1963 



VI. A.  AIIS Advanced Language-Training Program in India.   
 

- 425 - 

 
...efforts were made to locate a properly trained linguist to be in 
charge of the program of language teaching which the Institute 
wished to inaugurate.8 

 
In his President’s Report for 1963-64 W. Norman Brown reported that: 

 
...Dr. D. P. Pattanayak, a highly-trained scientific linguist [and 
another product of the early Rockefeller program], was appointed 
Chief Linguist [in February 1964]. Under his direction the Institute 
has now assembled a sizeable library of language teaching 
materials at Poona, and has initiated regular courses in Bengali at 
Calcutta, Hindi at Delhi and Poona, and Marathi at Poona.  Tests 
are being developed to measure fellows’ actual language 
competence upon their arrival in India and their progress while 
there.9 

 
In the second phase of development, beginning in 1964-65, Debi Prasanna Pattanayak, a 

native Oriya speaker initially trained as a linguist in the Deccan College program,10 ushered in 
an elaborate formal program of language teaching and research at Institute headquarters on the 
Deccan College campus.  To get him started, President Brown authorized Pattanayak to travel 
widely and evaluate instructional programs in such places as the USSR, Taiwan, and Beirut 
where, for example, he observed programs at the American University.  On the basis of these 
investigations Brown hoped to have Pattanayak set up an innovative model program in Poona.11 

To accomplish this, Pattanayak divided his approach into three parts:  First, actual 
teaching of Fellows who requested language instruction when they arrived in the field.  Second, 
collection of all available teaching materials for South Asian languages.  Third, planning of 
research into language pedagogy focusing on the Indian context.  At Pattanayak’s suggestion, 
and to aid him in the early stages of the program, the Institute’s Executive Committee proposed 
to the Trustees, at a meeting on 28 October 1965, that the President be authorized 

 
...to establish a committee on the development of an Institute 
program of language instruction in the field.12 

 
This body received Trustee approval on 29 October 1965 and was called at the outset “The 
Committee on Language Instruction.”  The committee was chaired by Gordon Fairbanks and had 
as members three other veterans of the early Deccan College linguistics program: Franklin 
Southworth, Edward Dimock, and Gerald Kelley. 

Brown reported to the Trustees that the Executive Committee suggested offering four 
languages to begin with: Hindi-Urdu, Bengali, Tamil, and Marathi.  In addition, according to 
Brown, Pattanayak would be able to offer programs in seven or eight languages.13  Discussion at 
the Trustees’ meeting also touched upon possible tie-ins of the Institute program with other 
institutions that had language instruction needs.  These included the East-West Center, the U.S. 
Peace Corps, and the Harvard ten-year social science project at Bhubaneshwar, Orissa, directed 
by anthropologist Cora Du Bois.14 

In his first Senior [changed from Chief] Linguist’s Report (1965-66), Pattanayak noted 
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that an Intensive Hindi program was the Institute’s primary achievement that year.  For that, he 
said, 

 
Drills, exercises, advanced conversation materials, teaching 
materials, tapes and tests were especially prepared... 

 
The second achievement Pattanayak was able to report was 

 
...the semi-intensive Oriya program instituted at the request and 
with the financial aid of the Harvard Program in Orissa.15 

 
He himself, as a native speaker, prepared texts on both conversational Oriya and the reading and 
writing of Oriya.  Pattanayak also negotiated with All-India Radio (AIR) for tapes of materials 
selected from Oriya broadcast archives.  Similar arrangements with AIR were made for materials 
in Hindi and Bengali.16 

In 1966 the Executive Committee enlarged the Language Committee (as it came to be 
called) by adding, at Pattanayak’s suggestion, two non-linguists.  These were political scientist 
Henry Hart and philosopher Karl Potter.  Their job was to advise the linguists on the practical 
language needs of Institute Fellows who were social scientists and humanists. 

By 1967-68 Pattanayak had expanded into the development of materials for the reading 
and writing of Tamil.  Even before the official establishment of a Regional Center in Madras, the 
Institute began an experimental Tamil course in Madras.  According to Pattanayak, it 

 
...proved a great success, thanks to the enthusiasm of Dr. Burton 
Stein [Senior Fellow] and the keen application of Mrs. [Kausalya] 
Hart. 

 
The American Consulate in Madras 

...provided class-room space and at least three from their staff 
joined our Fellows in the class.17 

 
Because the Institute itself could not fund the program, Pattanayak reported that 

 
...the Fellows and other participants paid for the teacher while the 
Poona-based linguists prescribed and helped to develop advanced 
materials and provided overall supervision.18 

 
During 1967-68 Pattanayak saw to the development of advanced Hindi reading materials; 

continued to build a tape library for many languages; sponsored a seminar on language teaching; 
prepared a Hindi dialect reader based on recordings of participants from a number of Indian 
states in a short course on the teaching of Hindi; ran a five-week summer institute that included 
an exhibition of teaching materials for many Indian languages; helped representatives of several 
Bombay colleges to work on the establishment of language laboratories in their institutions; co-
authored an Outline of Kumaoni Grammar,19 and submitted a book on applied linguistics for 
publication. 

Pattanayak’s wide-ranging and impressive work had been increasingly noticed by several 
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Indian governmental bodies, including the Central Hindi Directorate and the National Council of 
Educational Research and Training (NCERT) as well as the Central Hindi Institute and K. M. 
Institute of Linguistics and Hindi in Agra.  By 1969, as a result of his innovative work for the 
AIIS and his multifarious consulting all over India, Pattanayak attracted the attention of 
incoming Minister of Education V. K. R. V. Rao,20 who offered him the position of director of 
the newly-established Central Institute of Indian Languages in Mysore. 

While Pattanayak’s promotion to this important new position was a great loss to the 
AIIS, it reflected well on the Institute’s status.  The Government of India was clearly impressed 
with AIIS’ contributions to the study of India’s languages.  By designing and running the 
pioneering AIIS program in Poona on the Deccan College campus, Pattanayak gained the 
experience needed to set up a similar program in Mysore at the new Central Institute of Indian 
Languages.  It was now clear that Chadbourne Gilpatric’s hope in the 1950s (related in Chapter 
I. B.) that the Rockefeller-funded linguistics program at the Deccan College (where Pattanayak 
learned his skills) could contribute in some measure to India’s nation-building had been realized. 
 Pattanayak’s move to Mysore to establish the CIIL with its goal of facilitating inter-regional 
communication was a significant step toward breaking down language barriers in India. 

President Brown accepted Pattanayak’s resignation with both pride and regret, lauding 
the AIIS Senior Linguist for having done 

 
...a great deal of original and valuable work for the Institute in 
spite of the Institute’s inability, in its straitened circumstances, to 
finance the excellent program in language instruction which he had 
devised.21 

 
Pattanayak’s resignation left an enormous gap in Institute operations in Poona, but his 

contributions over a crucial five-year period were of lasting value.  Unfortunately, during 
Pattanayak’s tenure funding of the program remained a major stumbling-block to carrying out 
many of his ideas.  In 1966-67 the Institute submitted a proposal to the National Endowment for 
the Humanities for $22,805 to support its language teaching program but failed to receive a 
grant. This undermined the expansion recommended by the Institute’s Language Committee.  As 
the President reported: 

 
...the Institute’s language teaching program will not be able to 
move ahead as far as had been hoped.22 

 
With Pattanayak’s departure, the second phase of the AIIS language program, 1964-69, 
effectively came to an end. 

 
4. Third Phase: 1969-71 
While Pattanayak had worked on three levels of language instruction -- introductory, 

intermediate, and advanced -- for several languages, the third phase of the Institute’s program 
was restricted to the advanced level.  This actually accorded with the original goal of the 
Institute to provide 

 
...advanced language study in India for students who had already 
had concentrated study in America in an important modern Indian 
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language.23 
 
The advanced language-training program was made possible by an initial grant from the Office 
of Education (OE) in the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 

After Pattanayak’s departure, the main part of the language program -- the teaching of 
Hindi and Urdu -- moved to New Delhi, accompanying the shift of most Headquarters’ functions 
from Poona to Delhi in 1970. 

In 1969-70 with OE funding an intensive advanced level language program was 
inaugurated in New Delhi for students who had had at least 240 hours of Hindi or Urdu in the 
United States.24  The Institute’s Language Committee selected these Fellows and supervised the 
program.  Mrs. Tilottama Daswani from Jawaharlal Nehru University was appointed Supervisor 
of the Language Program in New Delhi and served for two years.  Classes were taught at the 
AIIS office. 

In early 1971 Vice-President Edward Dimock visited India to discuss the establishment 
of summer intensive language programs in Hindi-Urdu,25  Tamil, Malayalam, and Marathi to be 
held in June-August 1971.  By then the Government of India’s Ministry of Education required 
that the Institute enter into formal collaborative arrangements with an Indian institution for 
language instruction as well as research projects.  This was part of the increasing supervision the 
GOI was imposing on all foreign educational institutions in the wake of the Bangladesh crisis 
and the U.S. “Tilt to Pakistan.”  Accordingly, the Hindi-Urdu segment of the language program 
was set up in an arrangement with Delhi University, and the Tamil component was established at 
Madurai University.  The sole Marathi Fellow was accommodated by the Deccan College, 
Poona.  No Malayalam student materialized that year; so no arrangements were necessary.  
President-Elect Ainslie Embree spent the summer in New Delhi and served as co-ordinator for 
the Language Program from June to August 1971. 

The AIIS received full OE funding until 1972; thereafter its grants for the Language 
Program dwindled.  The Institute was able to continue its language instruction despite the 
general atmosphere of the years 1971-73 when restrictions were imposed on American research 
scholars in India and research topics received close scrutiny.  As President Embree put it in his 
1972 - 73 report: 

 
The language programs were, happily, not much affected by the 
general restrictions.26 

 
5. Reorganization of the Advanced Language-Training Program in the 1970s 
During the Embree presidency (1971-73) the Language Committee was reconstituted in 

order to address the many new circumstances surrounding the language program in the field.  
These included the move of Institute headquarters from Poona to New Delhi, the “Indianization” 
of Institute leadership, and the general problems occasioned by newly-imposed Government of 
India restrictions.  Changes began during the Resident Directorship of Robert Miller (1970-72). 

In 1971, under Embree’s tenure as Language Program Coordinator, the first Intensive 
Summer Language Program was held from June to August.  The Intensive Summer Language 
Programs continued until 1975, covering Hindi-Urdu in New Delhi and Tamil in Madurai. 

Meanwhile the Institute, with Office of Education funding from 1969-70, continued its 
emphasis on advanced language study in India for students who had had at least 240 hours of 
instruction in the U.S. in either Hindi or Urdu.  This harked back to one of the goals set down by 
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the Institute when it was established in 1961, namely to emphasize specialization and advanced 
language training in the field. 

The reorganized language program’s supervisory committee in the U.S. was headed by a 
new chair in 1972, Edgar Polomé, a linguist at the University of Texas in Austin.  In 1973 
Edward Dimock, one of the committee’s long-time members, became Institute President, thereby 
bringing great knowledge and personal experience of the language program to the Institute’s top 
executive position. 

As a result of funding cutbacks by the Office of Education, the intensive summer 
programs were eliminated in 1975.  In accord with GOI requirements, the academic year 
advanced language programs were held in collaboration with Indian universities.  To begin with, 
the Hindi program was affiliated with Delhi University that provided formal lectures and 
tutorials.  Its affiliation changed in 1976 to the Central Hindi Institute in Delhi.  Also at that 
time, at the urging of the AIIS Language Committee, students were sent to the Central Hindi 
Institute in Agra for the first seven or eight weeks of their stay in India, 

 
...the feeling being that they will be able, in the Agra environment 
[of minimal English], to get used to speaking the language 
constantly and thus be better prepared when they move to [more 
cosmopolitan] Delhi.27 

 
The Agra experiment, providing a much more concentrated Hindi-speaking environment 

than the Delhi area with its Punjabi and English ambiance, was not entirely popular with the 
students, since Agra had little in the way of extracurricular amenities or activities.  Once students 
had seen the Taj Mahal, what more was there to do? 

After the mid-1970s the Government of India agreed to treat the language program as a 
regular Institute activity, not requiring special annual applications and government permission.  
By 1978-79 the GOI granted permission for the Institute to run its programs without affiliation to 
Indian institutions.  It also permitted the AIIS to expand the number of languages offered.  In 
addition to Hindi, Urdu, Tamil, and Marathi, the GOI sanctioned Telugu in Waltair and 
Hyderabad and Bengali in Calcutta.28  It will be recalled that instruction in Bengali was not 
permitted until 1975.  However, after the GOI in 1971 required affiliation of Institute language 
programs with an Indian educational institution, President Dimock made arrangements in 
Calcutta for prospective students of Bengali to be affiliated with the Ramakrishna Mission 
Institute of Culture that had a program for teaching Indian languages to foreigners.29  This 
arrangement was on the books for two or three years; however no Bengali language fellow 
appeared until 1977, by which time the GOI had dropped its stipulation of affiliation.  From 
1977 on, Bengali language fellows were trained at the AIIS Regional Center in Calcutta.  In the 
late 70s a proposal was put forward by Robert Goldman of Berkeley to introduce a program in 
spoken Sanskrit in Poona.  However, the Office of Education ruled that it could support only 
“modern” languages and that even spoken Sanskrit could not be put into that category.30  As we 
shall see, the question of offering Sanskrit re-surfaced in 1993. 

Throughout the 1970s participation in the Language Program remained scant.  After a 
peak of nineteen students in 1973-74 most years saw about a dozen students distributed among 
four or five languages, with Hindi and Tamil the favorites.  In 1979 the Institute invited 
Professor Eleanor Jorden of Cornell University to lead an external evaluation of the Language 
Program.  Her report was 
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...largely positive, citing quality of teaching, quality of students, 
and pedagogical policy.31 

 
But Jorden made important suggestions of the ways in which she felt the program could be 
improved, and the Committee soon set about to implement many of these suggestions. 

 
6. Structure, Orientation, and Changes in the 1980s 
One of the upshots of the Jorden evaluation, and in keeping with contemporary language 

pedagogy in the U.S., was the Institute’s organization of a workshop in 1982 to discuss 
appropriate diagnostic tests to measure program participants’ language proficiency and 
competency.  Under the leadership of Richard Lambert of the University of Pennsylvania, 
discussants included AIIS President Dimock, new Language Committee Chair Manindra Verma 
of Wisconsin, Rosane Rocher of Penn, and Eleanor Jorden herself.  Tests devised by members of 
this workshop were administered to AIIS Language Program applicants in 1983-84.32 

Throughout the 1980s ten students, on average, submitted to AIIS improved screening 
test results and were funded by the Office of Education.  Hindi routinely had the most students, 
with Tamil second with a fluctuating number.  Bengali attracted only one or two students and in 
some years none at all.  Constant supervision and revision of the Language Program were 
necessary in order for the Institute to compete successfully for dollar funding from the OE.  

By 1985, during Manindra Verma’s final year as Language Committee Chair, proposals 
were presented to the AIIS Executive Committee to restructure the program in India.  These 
proposals included creation of two integrated language teaching centers -- for Hindi and Tamil -- 
with the appointment of special administrators to direct them.  Another proposal was to shift the 
Hindi facility from New Delhi to Allahabad.33  Language Committee members Bruce Pray and 
Rosane Rocher explained to the Executive Committee the need for the proposed changes if the 
AIIS program were to get dollar funding.  The Language Committee also asked for the 
appointment of a blue-ribbon group of linguists and language teachers to evaluate the whole 
program and its teaching materials.  The resultant committee consisted of D. P. Pattanayak as 
Chair, K. V. Subha Rao, K. Paramasivam, and Mrs. P. Kapoor.  This group made detailed 
suggestions for improvements to the program and particularly emphasized development of 
audio-visual approaches.34 

With the assumption of the presidency by Joseph Elder in July 1986, further 
developments were made in the Language Program.  By then Rosane Rocher, after five years as 
a member, was chosen Chair of the Language Committee, and while, just the year before, she 
had proposed the move of the Hindi program to Allahabad, she now supported its move to 
Varanasi.  Using as a model the successful operation of the University of Wisconsin’s Hindi 
program in Varanasi, the AIIS followed suit.  The move to Varanasi was strongly supported by 
newly-installed President Elder who had had many years of experience with the Wisconsin 
College Year in India program.  With Government of India permission, the Institute’s Hindi 
Language Center was set up in Varanasi for the academic year 1986-87.  The Tamil Center 
remained at Madurai, although for a while the GOI threatened to declare Tamil Nadu off-limits 
to American students because of the perceived terrorist activities there on behalf of Tamil rebels 
in Sri Lanka.  In fact, tentative plans were made to shift the Tamil program from Madurai to 
Bangalore in Karnataka, but ultimately the Tamil program was permitted to remain in Madurai. 

Meanwhile the Language Committee under Rosane Rocher pursued reorganization of the 
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programs at both Centers 
 
...in terms of content, testing, student evaluations, materials 
preparation, living arrangements, and the appointment of center 
heads.35 

 
In 1987 and 1988 respectively the Hindi and Tamil Center heads visited the U.S. to 

discuss curricular improvements with Chair Rosane Rocher and others and to learn of the rapidly 
increasing methods of proficiency-based language instruction being developed, particularly at 
Rocher’s home base, the University of Pennsylvania. 

In January of both 1987 and 1988 Rocher conducted workshops in Varanasi for Hindi 
teachers and in Madurai for the entire Institute language teaching staff for Hindi, Tamil, and 
Bengali.  She addressed the principles of proficiency-based instruction and suggested common 
goals for the three language programs.  In addition, during this period significant upgrading of 
equipment took place at both the Hindi and Tamil Centers.  Various machines (typewriters, 
projectors, recorders, TV sets, etc.) were acquired as well as new furniture and much-needed air 
conditioning equipment. 

With the active encouragement of the Institute’s leadership both in the U.S. and in India, 
Rosane Rocher, as a dynamic Language Committee Chair, succeeded in regularizing and 
standardizing the language program and in laying the groundwork for increased confidence in 
the program on the part of funding agencies.  This soon translated into continued support in 
dollars particularly from the [now] Department of Education. 

The 1980s, which could be characterized as the period of consolidation and 
professionalization of the Language Program in India, emphasized instruction in two languages: 
Hindi and Tamil.  For the overall period 1969-87, if Urdu and Hind-Urdu were included in those 
AIIS fellowships classified as “Hindi,” then Hindi accounted for 217 students or 72% of the total 
303 awards made in those two decades for both the advanced level nine-month and shorter 
summer programs.  Tamil was the runner-up with a total of 59 students or 19%.  Other languages 
in which instruction was provided were Bengali (12 students or 4%); Marathi (8 students or 3%); 
Telugu (4 students or 1%); and Malayalam (3 students or 1%).36 
  
 7. Question of “Irregularly-Taught Languages” 

Given the fact that India has some fifteen major (and many minor) literary languages, and 
that American students over the years evinced interest in many of India’s discrete cultural-
linguistic regions, in 1987 the AIIS took up the question of language training for students whose 
chosen field required knowing a language other than Hindi or Tamil. 

On another level the question of Urdu came to the fore, with its transregional importance, 
historic significance in places such as Lucknow and Hyderabad (Deccan), but lack of strictly 
regional base.  Up to 1987 Urdu was taught in conjunction with the Hindi program, sometimes 
hyphenated “Hindi-Urdu,” as we saw above, and sometimes not.  However, the U.S. Department 
of Education began to question AIIS Urdu instruction in India because of the existence of the 
Berkeley Urdu Program in Pakistan.  This led the Language Committee to emphasize in its 1987 
proposal to USDE that while the AIIS did not refer students to the Berkeley Program in Lahore 
and, in fact, shared members with its directing committee, there was 

 
...need for some students to study Urdu in the multicultural, 
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multireligious context of India, with its attendant sociolinguistic 
dimensions.37 

 
To address these and other questions, at the request of Language Committee Chair 

Rosane Rocher, the Executive Committee at its meeting in the fall of 1987 appointed a 
subcommittee 

 
...to look at the relation of language teaching to the field of South 
Asian Studies.38 

 
The subcommittee was asked to pay particular attention to the problem of what came to be called 
“irregularly taught languages,” i.e., languages other than Hindi and Tamil.  The Executive 
Committee members agreed that language teaching programs were at the heart of South Asian 
Studies, and the AIIS as the leading force in promoting these studies should use its position 

 
...to rectify imbalances across languages, and to seek for 
alternative funding so that irregularly taught languages can be 
taught as needed.39 

 
In its 1988 report the subcommittee, chaired by L. Alan Babb (Amherst), presented a 

very encouraging overall picture of the first two dozen years of the AIIS language program, 
saying in part: 

 
The things we have learned amply vindicate the efforts and 
resources the AIIS has committed to the language program.  It has 
been central to the South Asian specialization of a large number of 
academics representing an impressive variety of disciplines.  This 
group includes, in fact, some of our most distinguished colleagues. 
 It has also fostered and enriched a commitment to South Asia for 
many who do not become professional academics.  These are 
achievements of which the AIIS has every reason to be proud.40 

 
However, the report made it clear that 

 
...we do conclude that more can and should be done about the 
irregularly taught languages and we have produced 
recommendations to this end.41 

 
Referring to this one result of its investigation as “less satisfying,” the subcommittee noted 

 
...the rather small number of individuals who have studied 
“irregularly taught languages.”  We are unable to say what the 
“right number” is, but we strongly feel that AIIS should be doing 
more to encourage the study of these languages.  The reason is 
elementary, and goes right to the heart of the mission of the AIIS.  
However unstudied they might be by foreigners, these languages 
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remain very large features indeed on cultural, social and political 
landscapes of South Asia; many are spoken by communities the 
size of European nations.  These languages are simply not 
“peripheral,” and if the purpose of the AIIS is to foster serious 
study of India, then it is certainly in keeping with this purpose that 
it encourage in every way possible the study of these important 
languages.  We believe that this is an area where the AIIS should 
be assuming a leadership role.42 

 
In its statistical appendix the report showed that Hindi43 and Tamil accounted for 91% of 

all AIIS language fellowships awarded between 1969 and 1987, while Bengali, Marathi, Telugu, 
and Malayalam garnered only 9%, or taken together only 27 out of the total of 303 language 
fellowships.  Other major languages such as Gujarati, Kannada, Punjabi, or Oriya were neither 
taught at the time in the U.S., nor were they in the running for AIIS fellowships.  To remedy this 
shortcoming, the subcommittee urged 

 
...that the AIIS act to make instruction in the lesser-taught 
languages more available to American students.  To this effect, we 
offer specific recommendations that fall under two general 
headings.  First, we suggest AIIS involvement in coordinated 
summer programs.  Second, we recommend that the AIIS should 
locate and train individuals who would serve as in situ teachers of 
lesser-taught languages in India. 

 
At the next Trustees’ meeting in March 1989 the Babb Report was accepted, and its 

recommendations were discussed.  In particular the idea of locating teachers, to be known as 
“Designated Instructors” or DI’s, in situ for the lesser-taught languages was carefully 
considered.  The major problems concerned producing teaching materials and operating a 
curriculum based on the new principles of proficiency-testing.  It was suggested that 

 
...good, experienced teachers may already be available [in India], 
and might be located through old Peace Corps and missionary 
connections.44 

 
However, solution of these questions would require additional funding, and that was 
problematic. In addition, as the Language Committee noted in its September 1989 report, there 
was a 

 
...widening gap between the objectives of the AIIS and the views 
of the U.S. Department of Education.  While the AIIS wishes 
actively to support instruction in the more rarely taught languages, 
comments from readers [of the Institute’s funding application] and 
reminders from the staff of the USDE increasingly urge limiting 
language instruction to two languages, Hindi and Tamil, [both to 
be located] at a single Language Center.  Recent years have 
featured instruction in three languages, Hindi, Tamil, and Bengali, 
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at two Centers and a Regional Office.45 
 
Suggestions for circumventing dependence on the USDE for funding lesser-taught languages 
centered on the possibilities of tapping private sources.  In 1989-90 an experiment began with 
private rupee funding of instruction in Telugu.  For the greater glory of the Telugu language, an 
Andhra philanthropist, B. V. S. S. Mani, established a special fund consisting of annual 
payments of Rs. 30,000 from his grandfather’s Charitable Trust, the “Swadharma Swarajya 
Sangha.”  This money was used as a stipend in 1989-90, 1990-91, and 1991-92 for three 
American students to do advanced work in Telugu.  V. Narayana Rao, Professor of Telugu at the 
University of Wisconsin, recommended appropriate teachers in Waltair and Hyderabad and 
generally supervised this program. 

As President Elder noted in his report to the Executive Committee in October 1990: 
 
This procedure of obtaining special funding for students from the 
USA to study the “irregularly taught languages” in India may be 
the beginning of an AIIS India-wide system of Designated 
Instructors for the less-frequently-taught languages.46 

 
The Telugu experiment could, according to Elder, be a possible model. 

In 1992 the Language Committee reported that arrangements were made for a student 
who requested a summer of Malayalam instruction for which no formal language program had 
been set up.  President Elder thereupon mentioned that Wisconsin was developing a summer 
Malayalam performing arts component that might form the basis for a cooperative arrangement 
with the Institute.  In regard to another “neglected” language, Punjabi, the Trustees were 
informed that Columbia was considering formation of a program in India for that language and 
that it too might form the basis for logistical and other cooperation.47 

Nevertheless, little progress was made on providing instruction for lesser-taught 
languages.  In fact few students requested such instruction.  When one student opted for Marathi 
in 1994, the Institute prepared to offer it in Pune.  The student was awarded a fellowship, a 
program was set up, and an instructor was hired in Pune.  Shortly before the date set to begin, 
however, the student decided to withdraw.48  Such were the vagaries of this important Institute 
function. 

 
 8. Advanced Language-Training Program in the 1990s 

In 1990 Herman van Olphen (University of Texas at Austin) succeeded Rosane Rocher 
(University of Pennsylvania) as Chair of the Language Committee.  Under his enthusiastic and 
energetic direction the language programs in India entered a new phase, consolidating and 
implementing many of the structural and curricular changes proposed in the 1980s.  In 1994 van 
Olphen noted: 

 
Because of the variable nature of the [languages] program, 
continuity is not as great as with the more institutionalized Centers 
for Art and Archaeology and for Ethnomusicology. Each year, of 
course, there is no way to predict precisely how many students 
there will be in any of the programs.  Hindi has traditionally been 
the biggest draw, but even these figures are highly variable.  Some 
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years and some summers the Institute has no Bengali or Tamil 
program.49 

 
Such variability and unpredictability played havoc with funding agencies and with the 

operation, indeed the viability, of the language centers in India.  Ironically, now that the 
language centers had been successfully established, staff trained, and equipment acquired, there 
were periods when no students turned up.  The AIIS Executive Committee began to wrestle with 
how 

 
...the Institute might effectively preserve the Bengali and Tamil 
programs when they are not being utilized.50 

 
Meanwhile, the USDE, the main funding agency for these language programs, had questioned 
the need for a program that sometimes serviced only six students.51  The Institute was convinced 
that while numbers might be low its Language Program consistently got high marks from 
external evaluators who noted the high caliber and selectivity of the graduate students involved 
and the extraordinary end results of the program.52 

Major changes occurred in the funding structure in the next few years as a result of the 
expected shift from USDE-controlled rupees to dollars.  In anticipation, the Institute explored 
linkages with other language programs currently operated by the Universities of California-
Berkeley and Wisconsin.53 

In the meantime the AIIS had forged ahead with developments designed to enhance the 
welfare of its students in the field and with teacher training.  These developments affected 
mainly the popular Hindi program.  After relocating the program to Banaras in 1987, it took a 
while to assemble a staff, set up the infrastructure, and deal with an environment that included 
problems in local residence, transportation, and health.  Starting the program in Banaras during 
the monsoon led to a high rate of illness because the Center’s initial facilities were often 
surrounded by an area of filthy standing water.  Things improved when the Center moved to a 
drier area.54   In general, Banaras 

 
...proved to be an excellent site for the Hindi program because of 
the unilingual Hindi environment and the many cultural features in 
the city.55 

 
By 1993 the Hindi Program had experimented with housing students with local families.  This 
was reported to be “a tremendous experience” -- one that should be repeated.  Under Herman van 
Olphen’s direction, students began to be asked to evaluate the program as they completed it 
whether in the summer or in the nine-month sessions.  By and large students were full of praise 
for the programs even as they learned how to negotiate a city filled with difficulties, especially 
during the summer and monsoon seasons. 

In 1994, in another experiment, the first half of the Hindi summer session was held for 
five weeks in Mussourie, a bustling hill station in the Himalayans.  While it was not the favored 
unilingual Hindi environment of Banaras, Mussourie offered a more bearable summer climate 
for the students’ initial period in India.  As several other organizations also held intensive 
language programs in Mussourie (for instance, at the Shastri National Academy and the Landour 
Language School), Institute students could exchange notes with others engaged in similar 
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ventures. 
With regard to teacher training, the Institute continued its periodic workshops on 

teaching methods, materials development, use of media, and proficiency testing.  A major four-
day workshop was held in Varanasi in December 1993 attended by all AIIS teachers (Hindi, 
Bengali and Tamil) as well as by guests from the Mussourie language schools, and others.56  
These Institute-organized workshops were designed to share expertise and experience with a 
wide range of Indian specialists and constituted an important AIIS contribution to the ongoing 
national concern for enhancing communication in multilingual India. 

In addition to the languages the AIIS had offered since 1964, in the early 1990s some 
Institute members inquired if the U.S. Department of Education might expand its funding to 
support the study of Sanskrit and Prakrit in India, as well as of Persian and Arabic.  In 1993 the 
Language Committee Chair reported that the USDE was firm in its resolve to support modern 
languages only.  Van Olphen also noted that there were serious questions as to USDE’s 
considering Persian and Arabic to be South Asian languages in the first place.  If Institute 
members wished to obtain support for teaching these languages under AIIS auspices in India, 
they were advised to seek private funding.57 

Since 1964 the AIIS language programs were staffed in India by a series of dedicated 
Indian teachers, many of whom were trained in linguistics departments established in India’s 
leading universities with U.S and other outside assistance.  Since the Government of India did 
not permit direct onsite American supervision of these programs, American involvement was 
restricted to periodic visits by the Institute’s Language Committee Chairs, or to presentations of 
workshops by U.S. specialists on the developing western-language pedagogy, or to periodic 
external American evaluations that were needed to comply with the requirements of the 
Department of Education in Washington for continued funding.  Needless to say, the burden of 
the actual teaching of hundreds of American graduate students over three decades fell on the 
shoulders of several dozen Indian teachers.  The exposure of a sizeable number of Indians to the 
new pedagogy through their participation in AIIS activities represented an important 
contribution of the Institute to this aspect of India’s scholarly life.  In some ways the circle was 
being closed inasmuch as the 4th-century B.C.E. grammarian Panini was generally considered to 
have been the inspiration and source for the development of western structural linguistics in the 
early twentieth century.  As one scholar put it: 

 
...bringing structural linguistics to India, with its Paninian 
tradition, is like bringing coals to Newcastle!58 
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CHAPTER VI. AIIS ACADEMIC OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 

VI. B. AIIS PUBLICATIONS IN INDIA 
1. Beginnings: 1963-66 
In support of its major goals of study, research, and documentation, the AIIS at its very 

beginning determined to give 
 
...assistance in the publication and dissemination of these 
endeavors. 

 
This was in keeping with the Institute’s determination to further 

 
...the advancement of knowledge and understanding of India.1 

 
Accordingly, proposals were submitted during the Institute’s first years to put into print the 
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results of Fellows’ research. 
At the first meeting of the Institute’s officers with its newly established Indian Advisory 

Committee in Poona in February 1964, there was a detailed discussion of AIIS plans for a 
publications program.  The points discussed included the following: 

 
1.  The publication programme of the Institute should be confined 
to the research carried out by the Fellows during their tenure as 
Fellows. 
2.  The Editorial Board for the publication should be situated in the 
United States and work under the direction of the Executive 
Committee of the Board of Trustees. 
3.  If found possible, there may be simultaneous publication in 
India and the United States under the imprimatur of the Institute. 
4.  In any case the policy for pricing the publications should be 
such that Indian scholars would be in a position to purchase them. 
5.  The Fellows of the Institute would be free to publish the results 
of their research independently if they so desired.2 

 
Later that year Resident Director McCrea Hazlett stated that W. Norman Brown’s 

manuscript of a Sanskrit text had just gone to the printer in Delhi.  As he explained: 
   

...this was the first of the Institute’s proposed monograph 
series, and it was thought appropriate by the Director [Hazlett] that 
the first place should be given to Professor Brown.3 

 
Thus in 1965 the Institute’s program was inaugurated with the publication of W. Norman 
Brown’s The Mahimnastava, Or Praise of Shiva’s Greatness.4  While Brown was not a Fellow, 
as stipulated in the above-mentioned guidelines, as the Institute’s founder and first President it 
was generally agreed that his work was entitled to this pride of place.  In honor of the occasion 
the Institute’s Poona headquarters sent copies of Brown’s book to orientalists throughout the 
world.5 

In April 1966 the Executive Committee formed a Publications Committee with J. A. B. 
van Buitenen as Chair, that 

 
...was to function as a clearing house for manuscripts by former  
fellows of the AIIS who did research under the auspices of the 
Institute toward the content of the manuscripts.6 

 
Recommendations of this committee were submitted to the Executive Committee for approval. 

Even before the Institute drew up its formal publication program, W. Norman Brown and 
his colleagues had been interested in Karl Potter’s efforts to organize the compilation of an 
Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophy.  In this regard, when the Executive Committee chose 
McCrea Hazlett to go to India in September 1963 as the Institute’s first Resident Director, he 
was 

 
...encouraged to explore ways and means of sponsoring the 
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Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophy of which Professor Karl Potter 
is the general editor.7 

 
Potter (University of Minnesota) had just received an AIIS Faculty Research fellowship for 
1963-64 and was in India organizing work on the Encyclopedia when Hazlett arrived.  The two 
agreed on a course of action through which the Institute would support the massive project.  
Hazlett found funds to pay Indian contributors and to hold a conference of the editors designated 
for the many projected volumes.  In addition the Institute provided an office and secretarial help 
at its Poona headquarters for work on the Encyclopedia. 

After this groundwork, when the Executive Committee set up its Publications Committee 
on 2 April 1966, Karl Potter was ready to present the newly-formed group with his outline of the 
Bibliography of Indian Philosophies (the title changed from “philosophy” to “philosophies”) for 
consideration of publication under AIIS auspices.8  The Publications Committee -- J. A. B. van 
Buitenen, Joseph Elder, and Burton Stein -- unanimously recommended the Potter Bibliography 
for publication as an Institute imprint, and in due course it was brought out in 1970 as Volume 1 
of the ongoing Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies. 
 
 2. Early Dissemination of Research Results, An Experimental Phase: 
   1966-70 

By 1966-67, with the establishment of a Publications Committee and evidence of 
Institute plans for an ongoing program of publishing research results of its Fellows, the 
Government of India’s Ministry of Education took notice of these developments and requested 
that Fellows’ books and articles be made available to Indian scholars.9  Accordingly, on 13 
January 1967 the AIIS’ Indian Advisory Committee was informed that 

 
Most of these publications will be in the form of papers and 
articles in learned periodicals or books published in the United 
States.  Some will be published directly by the Institute.  Plans are 
being worked out to obtain reprints of articles and papers and to 
print them in India by photo-offset process so that they may be 
distributed to a large number of institutions.  In the case of books, 
the distribution can only be on a much smaller scale, but copies 
will be secured at the authors’ concession prices and distributed in 
India to selected recipients.  In the case of publications by the 
Institute, simultaneous publication in both the United States and 
India will be attempted.10 

 
At that same meeting, a member of the Advisory Committee suggested that  

 
...the Institute should serve as a clearing house for the collection 
and distribution of information on publications in the United States 
of books and articles in the field of Indian studies.11 

 
That would have been quite a job, and there was no evidence that the Institute actually 
considered or set up such a clearing house.  However, it is interesting to note in passing that 
seventeen years later, in 1984, the Ford Foundation’s New Delhi office proposed that, as part of 
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the planned Festival of India in 1985-86, the AIIS be asked “...to consider assembling a 
collection of American publications that could be exhibited and then located in a central Indian 
research facility.”  Furthermore the Foundation suggested the collection be described in an 
accompanying catalog.  The resultant publication in 1986 was N. G. Barrier’s India and 
America: American Publishing on India, 1930-1985 of which more will be said below.12  
Strangely enough, no connection appears to have been made between the Advisory Committee’s 
1967 suggestion and the realization of it nearly two decades later. 

The AIIS, through its Resident Director in Poona, began in 1967 to accede to the 
Government of India’s request not just for a listing of its Fellows’ publications but also for 
copies of them.  As Director Simons put it: 

 
The number of books and articles on India written by 

Fellows who have received grants from the Institute is rapidly 
growing.  The Government of India, through its Ministry of 
Education, has requested the Institute to make the books and 
articles available to Indian scholars, and the Institute is presenting 
to the Indian National Archives a copy of each book that is based 
on the research of a former Fellow of the Institute.  Copies of the 
following books have already been sent to the National Archives.  
The Devanagari Edition of Conversational Hindi-Urdu, by John 
Gumperz and June Rumery, to which the late Dr. Ripley Moore 
made substantial contributions; Unions, Employers and 
Government: Essays on Indian Labor Questions by Van Dusen 
Kennedy; and Indian Languages Bibliography of Grammars, 
Dictionaries and Teaching Materials by Dr. D. P. Pattanayak.  
Copies of these books have also been presented to the Ministry of 
Education of the Government of India.13 

 
The Director further announced plans 

 
...to present to the same Indian authorities copies of all articles 
emanating from the research of its former Fellows.  Articles are 
now presented in two forms.  A group of fourteen articles has been 
bound in a single volume under the title, Miscellaneous Indian 
Studies by Fellows of the American Institute of Indian Studies.  
This volume will be presented to the National Archives.  
Meanwhile, two articles are being reprinted in a new reprint series. 
Copies of articles in this series will be distributed to Indian 
libraries, museums, research institutions, record offices, colleges 
and universities.14 

 
To identify Fellows’ publications, AIIS Secretary Edward C. Dimock, Jr. reported in his 

1967 newsletter that 
 
Another study is about to be begun to discover the most recent of 
these publications, and all Fellows will be sent a questionnaire 
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regarding this.15 
 
Dimock noted that the AIIS Reprint Series was to be distributed from Poona headquarters.  The 
reprint program was comprised of 

 
...articles published in American and European journals by past 
Fellows...based on their work as Fellows and not easily accessible 
to scholars in India.16 

 
The reprints were sent to Indian libraries as well as to individual scholars. 

Between 1966 and 1970 eight reprints of articles were distributed, of which seven were 
first published in western journals.  One came out in Bombay’s Economic and Political Weekly. 
 Indian reception of the reprints was said “to be very encouraging.”  This reprinting and 
distribution program cost money, and by 1969 lack of funds curtailed the program.  In 1970 
“owing to financial stringency” the reprinting operation came to an end,17 signaling the 
conclusion of this experimental phase of the Institute’s publications program. 

 
3. Publication Program Developments in the 1970s 
A few years after the establishment of the AIIS in 1961, the art historian Pramod Chandra 

(then at the University of Chicago) proposed creation of an American Institute of South Asian 
Art in India.  He convened an international conference in January 1964 where the idea was 
warmly welcomed.  In late 1965, with substantial funding from the Smithsonian Institution and 
the John D. Rockefeller III Fund, the American Academy of Benares was born.  (A detailed 
history of this organization is given in a later chapter, but for present purposes a summary will 
suffice.) 

The American Academy of Benares (AAB) was set up as an autonomous division of the 
AIIS and was to serve as the conduit of funds allocated to the AAB by its American sponsors.  
Because the Academy could not obtain legal recognition as a separate entity until 1978 -- by 
which time such recognition was unnecessary -- it was in the interim transformed into the AIIS 
Center for Art and Archaeology in Banaras. 

Despite its doubtful legal status, the AAB, under Pramod Chandra, continued the 
research it had begun in 1966 and embarked on a series of publications.  When the AIIS 
absorbed the Academy, there were several volumes in the production pipeline.  Two of these, 
both by Pramod Chandra, came out under AIIS auspices in 1971 and 1975.18  This marked the 
beginning of a long series of publications on art and archaeology that the Institute sponsored.  

While the original Publications Committee seemed to have languished in the late 1960s, 
at some point in the early 1970s it was revived on an ad hoc basis.  This new group consisted of 
historian N. G. Barrier (University of Missouri) and linguist James Gair (Cornell University).  
Until 1976, however, there was no documentation of activity by this committee, although it 
probably gave the go-ahead for sponsorship of Pramod Chandra’s aforementioned volumes.  Be 
that as it may, the minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting of 18 March 1976 stated that the 
Publications Committee had 

 
...done a commendable job and that consideration should be given 
to making it a standing Committee of the Institute.19 
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President Dimock then asked Barrier and Gair 
 
...to continue the work already begun by them, but now as a 
standing Committee on Publications.20 

 
Following the Pramod Chandra publications and some other works earlier in the decade, 

the Institute published two important books in 1978.  The first was a volume called American 
Studies in the Anthropology of India edited by Sylvia Vatuk.  This was intended to inaugurate an 
AIIS series of collections of essays on various disciplines by scholars who carried out research 
as AIIS Fellows.  The volume came out on the occasion of the convening of the Tenth 
International Congress of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences in New Delhi in December 
1978.  As Vatuk noted in her “Preface,” David G. Mandelbaum -- long associated in a variety of 
ways with the AIIS -- had conceived of this project.  Paraphrasing Mandelbaum’s 1977 proposal, 
Vatuk wrote: 

 
Such a volume...would serve as a concrete illustration of [the 
Institute’s] contribution to the expansion of knowledge in the 
United States and elsewhere in the world about Indian society and 
culture.  The Congress meetings would provide a most appropriate 
opportunity [to highlight American research]...[and] while 
commemorating the work of the Institute in sponsoring scholarly 
endeavors in a broad spectrum of research topics, such a volume 
would also provide an opportunity for the Fellows themselves to 
individually express their debt to the Institute for its generous 
support of their work, and for the Institute to express in a small 
way its gratitude to India, and to the Indian scholarly community 
in particular, for its hospitable reception of so many American 
researchers over the years.21 

 
Accordingly, the Institute endorsed the Mandelbaum proposal and secured funding from the 
Smithsonian Institution to carry it out.  

The second 1978 imprint was India and Indology: Selected Articles by W. Norman 
Brown edited by Rosane Rocher and designed to honor the memory of Brown, who died in 1975. 

After publication of a half-dozen well-received volumes in the 70s, and at the persistent 
urging of Trustee Richard L. Park (University of Michigan), a longtime proponent of an 
increased rational and responsible structure for various parts of the organization, the Executive 
Committee decided to “regularize” the Publications Committee.  To do that, the existing two-
person committee was replaced by a larger group designed to provide wider discipline coverage 
for selection and implementation of the enhanced publication program that the Institute hoped to 
carry out in the next decade.22  James Gair was dropped from the committee after many years 
service, but N. G. Barrier was retained as Chair.  Members of the enlarged committee were: 
Margaret Case (Princeton University Press) to provide the perspective of a major academic 
publisher; Marguerite Robinson (Brandeis University) for social sciences; Ludo Rocher 
(University of Pennsylvania) for languages and linguistics; Susan Huntington (Ohio State 
University) for art history; and Austin Creel (University of Florida) for humanities.  All the new 
members except Margaret Case were on the 1980-81 Executive Committee; so they would be 
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able to attend to Publications Committee business during routine spring and fall meetings of the 
Executive Committee.  This overlapping would save the expense of separate meetings.  Later on 
the Publications Committee generally met only in the spring at the AAS conference and 
otherwise carried on its business by mail or phone. 

 
4. The 1980s: Expansion in Scope and Number of Sponsored Publications 
The enlarged Publications Committee was charged with developing an overall program 

covering policies, guidelines, scope, manuscript selection, and funding sources, as well as 
printing and distribution decisions.  In 1980 the Committee produced a detailed program 
proposal premised upon two major points: 

 
First, the Institute must have a rational approach to publication 
with adequate supervision and funding.  Second, a revolving fund 
should be established to facilitate projects in the future.23 

The 1980 proposal identified several categories of publications to be given priority.  
These were:  

 
1. Manuscripts generated by the work of the Center for Art and Archaeology in 

Banaras 
2. Language materials, both original works and reprints of works relating to AIIS 

language programs by former Fellows, to be vetted by the Language Committee 
3. Collections of essays by discipline such as the 1978 anthropology volume 
4. Publications resulting from AIIS-sponsored seminars and conferences;  and 
5. Special commemorative volumes, such as that for W. Norman Brown and one 

projected for J. A. B. van Buitenen. 
 
Some of these categories would overlap.  For instance, many of the conferences whose 
proceedings were eventually published were held by the Center for Art and Archaeology.  When 
the Committee re-stated its categories in 1981, it went out of its way to 

 
...downplay publication [by it] of research by individuals, in favor 
of joint projects, seminars, and translation / editing projects.24 

 
The 1980 proposal put great stress on the question of finances.  Rather than completely 

subsidizing publication of a volume out of existing funds, the AIIS would solicit special grants to 
publish proceedings of a seminar, for example.  Of greater importance would be the 
establishment of a revolving fund into which proceeds and royalties from earlier publications 
would be plowed back for supporting the publication of new titles.  The Smithsonian Institution 
awarded the Institute a grant of $50,000 in rupees in 1981 to set up this fund, and it provided 
additional grants from time to time to add to this revolving fund.  The purpose of the revolving 
fund was primarily to support new projects and to cover miscellaneous administrative costs.  By 
the end of the decade the revolving fund proved to be the major support for AIIS publications.  
This meant that in the long run the publishing aspect of Institute activities might become totally 
self-supporting. 

Actual production of Institute volumes was to take place in India, and it was hoped that 
Indian publishers’ reasonable costs and existing distribution channels would ensure availability 
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of these publications to the Indian scholarly community.  At the beginning Delhi’s well-known 
Indological publisher, Motilal Banarsidass, handled a few Institute publications.  By the end of 
the 1970s Ramesh Jain’s Manohar Publications of New Delhi had gained a prominent role in 
publishing AIIS titles, in large part because of Manohar’s close connection with N. G. Barrier’s 
own firm, South Asia Books of Columbia, Missouri, which was Manohar’s United States agent. 

By 1982 the Publications Committee hit its stride and proceeded to sponsor a large and 
varied list of titles.  The list of Institute publications with full bibliographic information is given 
in an Appendix.  Neither Committee Reports nor the Biennial Reports from New Delhi provided 
the exact information (date, pagination, complete title, etc.).  While two early volumes were 
identified as numbers 1 and 2 in an “AIIS Series,” subsequent volumes were not numbered. 

In 1982 the Publications Committee was reduced in size and no longer appeared to be 
comprised for discipline coverage.  After April 1982 it consisted of Chair N. G. Barrier 
(historian, Missouri); Margaret Case (publisher, Princeton University Press); Frank Conlon 
(historian, Washington); and Jack Hawley (religion, Columbia).  Hawley was AIIS Secretary 
from 1980 to 1986, and Conlon was Chair of the Board of Trustees in 1982-83; so for a short 
while the convention continued of tapping members of the Executive Committee for work on 
this specialized committee.  In 1984 Michael Meister (art historian, Penn) joined the committee 
and represented the substantial art history component of the publications program. 

In 1987 the Publications Committee added some categories to its roster of subjects to be 
considered.  These included: linguistics; translations of important texts with notes and critical 
introductions; bibliographies and reference works; and collections of data that were major 
contributions to South Asian studies.  These were noted in Barrier’s report “Scope of the 
Program, 1987” that also commented that the Committee encouraged American scholars to offer 
their manuscripts to Indian publishers who were now eager to consider them.  Barrier also wrote 
that  

 
In all projects, whether symposia or conference proceedings, the 
Publication Committee particularly encourages collaboration 
between U.S. and Indian scholars.25 

 
In addition Barrier reported that the Committee was reluctant to consider publishing 

individual monographs mainly because numerous channels now existed, both in the U.S. and in 
India, for such works.  However, in 1989 the Publications Committee Report stated that it 

 
...will review and consider publications of individual monographs 
that result from research of AIIS Fellows.26 

 
5. Publications of Major Ongoing Collaborative Projects 
While the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies was the first large-scale, long-term, bi-

national group project taken on by the AIIS in the 1970s, the second ambitious project was the 
Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture (EITA) whose first volume -- edited by Michael 
Meister -- came out in 1983.  The 1980s saw the publication of many more volumes of this 
monumental project, and as of early 1996 twelve of its projected seventeen volumes had 
appeared.  

Because of the scope and complex nature of the EITA, with all its drawn plans and 
photographic illustrations, publishing costs were high, and funding was a precarious and 
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paramount concern.  For the most part Smithsonian and other American funds supported it.  In 
1992 Director Mehendiratta sought to obtain Indian sources for funding the Encyclopedia’s 
publication.  In the April 1992 Trustees meeting he reported that: 

 
The Thirumala Tirupathi Devasthanam Trust in Tirupathi  [Andhra 
Pradesh] has agreed to subsidize the cost of the upcoming and 
future volumes of the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture. 
Pending final clarification of the contract, the Trust will share fifty 
percent of the cost of printing the upcoming volume and part of the 
cost of preparing the manuscript.  In return, the Trust will earn 
fifty percent of the profits from the sale.  This arrangement will 
contribute substantially to the stability of the series and will 
guarantee publication.27 

This plan, however, was not acceptable to the Trustees who felt that such a close tie to an Indian 
religious organization that might try to impose some ideological constraints on the project would 
compromise the Institute’s academic independence. 

While this co-publishing proposal fell through, an agreement was reached in 1993 with 
the Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts (IGNCA) in New Delhi to co-publish some of the 
remaining volumes of the EITA, and the Centre undertook to provide Rs. 600,000 as its share 
annually for three years.   

The Institute took on responsibility for publishing volumes of one other large-scale group 
effort.  This was the Vijayanagara Project, sponsored by the Smithsonian Institution, of a huge 
multi-disciplinary study of the sixteenth century South Indian kingdom.  By the end of the 1980s 
several volumes had been released; they are listed in the Appendix.  Several more were in the 
pipeline for publication in the 1990s. 

One more co-publishing arrangement was announced in 1992-94.  This involved the 
Indian Council for Historical Research that had provided a grant to the Institute to subsidize 
publication of a follow-up second volume of Pramod Chandra’s 1970 Stone Sculpture in the 
Allahabad Museum: A Descriptive Catalogue edited by Krishna Deva and S. D. Trivedi.28   This 
volume appeared in 1996. 
 
 6. Book Exhibit in India and Gifts to Indian Institutions 

In addition to selecting books for publication and seeing to their production, the 
Publications Committee was a major Institute player in working with the Ford Foundation’s New 
Delhi office on a two-year project (1984-86) designed to highlight American publishing on 
India.  This was conceived as part of the 1985-86 Festival of India held in a number of venues all 
over the U.S. with an extension to New Delhi. 

The project began in 1984 when Ford Foundation officials requested the Institute to 
assemble a collection of books on India produced by publishers in the United States.  The 
Foundation planned to exhibit this collection in New Delhi and then to donate the exhibited 
books to a centrally located Indian research institution.  The AIIS authorized N. G. Barrier, the 
Publications Committee Chair and proprietor of South Asia Books of Colombia, Missouri (a firm 
that imported Indian imprints for sale in the U.S.), to carry out this mission.  With Ford 
Foundation funding, Barrier gathered a staff at the University of Missouri and set about 
reviewing the literature to determine what had been published on India in the U.S. between 1947 
and 1984.  When the relevant publications had been identified, the intent was to procure copies 
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of as many of them as possible for dispatch to India to be exhibited.  As things turned out, 
Barrier and his associates decided to push the starting date back to 1930 since they found that a 
remarkable number of titles had appeared in the years preceding India’s independence.  Barrier 
decided to exclude popular books dealing with yoga since they were so numerous and of such 
variable quality.  Eventually the project identified an estimated 5,500 works published or 
reprinted in the U.S.  Monographs, reports, pamphlets, tracts, and catalogs were included.  
Periodical articles were supposed to be excluded, although some crept into the guide that was 
prepared. 

The Ford Foundation had proposed that Barrier prepare a guide, or catalog, of the works 
to be exhibited.  He expanded this to list, in 245 pages, the 5,500 publications identified as works 
on India published in the U.S. in the fifty-four year period 1930-84.  Barrier prefaced this listing 
of works, classified into eleven chapters by subject, with a fifty-page overview of the American 
encounter with India over two centuries.29 

The more than 2,000 titles actually collected for the exhibit were put on view for ten days 
in New Delhi at the All India Fine Arts and Crafts Society Hall and then presented to the Nehru 
Memorial Museum and Library to add to its permanent collection.30  At the Executive 
Committee meeting in September 1987 Director Mehendiratta 

 
...drew attention to the many positive responses which had 
resulted. 

 
Some 15,000 visitors were reported to have viewed the exhibit.  Of the 2,000 total number of 
publications exhibited, Mehendiratta stated at the September Executive Committee meeting 

 
that about 1,700 were by AIIS awardees.31 

 
However, it is hard to see where such a high number could have come from. 

Following the success of the April 1986 book exhibit with its thousands of visitors , and 
the subsequent donation of the collection to the Nehru Library, the Ford Foundation proposed 
that further sets of American publications be purchased, at a reported cost of $40,000, and 
deposited in selected Indian academic institutions.  The plan to assemble three or four 
“comprehensive” collections of books by American scholars published both in India and in the 
west was first drawn up in 1988.32  Another two or three collections of 200-300 volumes each 
were to be sent to specialized libraries, while the “comprehensive” sets -- of some 1,000 titles -- 
would go to major research libraries of the stature of the Nehru Library.  The AIIS Indian 
Advisory Committee was consulted in the selection of recipients of the large collections.  
Eventually it was decided to send three sets: one to the National Library in Calcutta, one to the 
Deccan College Post-Graduate and Research Institute’s library in Pune, and one to the 
Theosophical Society’s Library in Adyar, a suburb of Madras.  By 1993 all three sets arrived 
safely in India.  In his report in September 1993 Barrier announced that he would be on hand to 
give a talk in January 1994 in Calcutta when the set was to be delivered to the National Library.  
However, this was not to be.  As Mehendiratta reported in early 1995, 

 
...the [National] Library could not accept the collection due to 
internal problems.33 
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At the other two locales appropriate ceremonies were duly held and photographed for the 
Biennial Report.34  Later Barrier disclosed that the set of books that had been destined for the 
National Library in Calcutta had been used by Director-General Mehendiratta as an exhibit in 
Gurgaon in January 1994 at the cornerstone-laying ceremony for the Institute’s new building.  In 
this way the important work of the Institute was displayed to the dignitaries gathered on that 
occasion.35      

In March 1994 Barrier -- now titled Publications Advisor after the Publications 
Committee was disbanded in 1993 -- informed both the Executive Committee and the Trustees 
that 

 
...he will be revising the Guide to American Publications on India, 
but probably through a supplement of new publications rather than 
a total revision.36   

 
Barrier suggested taking the list of publications by AIIS Fellows that was being prepared on 
computer at Chicago headquarters as the basis for a book-length bibliography -- though of course 
not all Americans writing on India were persons associated with the AIIS.  Eventually, analysis 
of the Chicago database should provide for the first time an accurate tally of the total results of 
Fellows’ research.  The database could be divided into categories such as dissertations, 
monographs, articles in edited volumes, periodical articles, and miscellaneous reports.  Such an 
outcome would lend credence to the claimed total of AIIS Fellows’ scholarly contributions to 
South Asian studies.  This database would also make it possible to give an accurate listing of 
publications brought out as a result of various AIIS grants or under AIIS auspices. 

Further to the goal of demonstrating AIIS contributions to the scholarly community in 
India, as part of his presentation to the Trustees in 1994, Barrier 

 
...challenged the Institute’s scholars to make good on the 
contractual promise of each grant that copies of published research 
results be donated to the Institute’s library37 

 
in New Delhi where they would be accessible to local scholars.  
 
 7. From Publications Committee to Publications Advisor to Committee on  
   Publication and Communication 

The Institute’s publications program was given broader meaning from 1984 on with the 
Ford Foundation-generated plan to acquire American books on India, exhibit them, and then 
offer them as gifts to Indian institutions.  This new preoccupation of the Publications Committee 
went far beyond its original mandate to see to the publication of some Fellows’ research.  While 
both endeavors appeared to have been successful, in March 1993 Barrier reported to the 
Executive Committee that 

 
...because of the shrinking value of the rupee, the Revolving Fund, 
which has sustained the publication program through the years, is 
dwindling remarkably. 

 
He noted that 
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...the rate of inflation, coupled with the increasing rates that Indian 
publishers are charging for printing books in anticipation of future 
paper costs and other rising costs, has slowed activity to a virtual 
standstill. 

 
Furthermore, Barrier stated that 

 
...projects pending last year had been essentially wrapped up.38 

 
Barrier’s response to what he described as 

 
...the changing climate and the unlikely prospect of doing anything 
in the near term 

 
was to propose that the Committee to handle the publications area should be disbanded.  He put 
this to the Executive Committee, suggesting 

 
...that the same work could be accomplished by a publications 
advisor, the President, and the Director working in concert.39 

 
An Executive Committee resolution to this effect was submitted the next day to the Board of 
Trustees who passed the following resolution: 

 
It is resolved that the Publications Committee be dissolved and that 
the Institute adopt a more informal arrangement utilizing the 
President, the Director, and a Publications Advisor, who will bring 
pertinent issues, including manuscript reviews, to the attention of 
the Executive Committee.40 

 
One Trustee, Jack Hawley (a longtime former Publications Committee member), then suggested 

 
...that the Executive Committee should formally review the 
Institute’s publication policy and report back to the Trustees.41 

 
Such a review did not appear to have been made. 

In September 1993 Barrier, newly appointed as Publications Advisor, presented the 
Executive Committee with a very positive report on publication activities, in distinct contrast to 
what he had said barely six months before.  He reported  

 
...that the Revolving Fund -- the core of the program -- was well 
over Rs. 2,000,000 and that twelve major publications had been 
released or were in the press.42 

 
His upbeat report was repeated in March 1994.  At that time Barrier informed the Trustees that 
the 
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Publications Committee is no longer a standing committee, but 
functions as such with N. Gerald Barrier (University of Missouri) 
as Publications Advisor reporting directly to the Director General. 

 
In addition, in his remarks to the Trustees Publications Advisor Barrier said that 

 
...the doom and gloom of last year’s report has changed 
significantly, 

 
and that with 

 
...the finance of the committee [my emphasis: it had been 
disbanded in 1993!] was looking up.43   

 
He anticipated a very active year. 

In February 1994 Barrier, as proprietor of South Asia Books, was awarded with much 
fanfare the first-ever prize at New Delhi’s World Book Fair for making Indian books available 
abroad.  While this was not related to Barrier’s AIIS activities, it was considered worthy of 
reporting to the Institute Trustees.44 

Frederick M. Asher took over as President of the AIIS on 1 July 1994.  In September 
1994 Executive Committee discussions on the whole publications situation were sparked by U.S. 
Director Kaye Hill’s proposal that the Institute needed 

 
an efficient and inexpensive but effective effort to generate 
ongoing positive images of the Institute for the general public, for 
the various governments, and especially for potential donors, both 
agency and private.45 

 
Hill reminded the Committee that the Institute’s Publication Committee had focused primarily 
on academic publishing, with scant regard to public relations other than collecting and 
distributing sets of American books to Indian libraries.  Considerable discussion led to the 
formulation of three general Executive Committee directives.  These were: 

 
...that a standing committee be constituted to oversee the 
publication and communication interests of the Institute; 
that the President be given the responsibility of constituting the 
initial committee to oversee the Institute’s publication and 
communication interests, which would then continue to function 
per standard procedures analogous to other standing committees; 
that the President should work with Prof. Barrier to incorporate the 
current activities of the Publications Advisor into the newly 
created committee to oversee the Institute’s publication and 
communication interests.46 

 
The notion “publication” was thus quickly joined to that of “communication” to achieve 
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a broader “public relations” approach that would better serve the varied interests of the Institute 
in a new era.  By the end of the September 1994 meeting the Executive Committee formed a new 
standing body [my emphasis, M.L.P.P.], the “Publication and Communication Committee,” 
whose mission was “to coordinate publications and various public relations and communications 
interests.”   

In April 1996 Barrier reported to the Executive Committee and the Trustees that the 
Publications Committee had been reconstituted as an Ad Hoc Committee of Publications as 
authorized by President Asher.  Members appointed were Michael Fisher (Oberlin College) and 
Susan Wadley (Syracuse University), with N. G. Barrier again designated as Chair.  President 
Asher asked the committee to survey, in consultation with the Executive Committee, the current 
situation of AIIS publications and to propose future activities in the light of the Institute's 
strained financial circumstances.47  The first Ad Hoc Committee on Publications assessment of 
the situation, along with plans for the future, were presented to the Executive Committee in 
September 1996.  Perhaps the new Committee would finally bring a regular and rational 
approach, as recommended years ago by Richard L. Park, to the heretofore uncoordinated 
publications activities of the Institute such as newsletters, annual reports, brochures, and various 
attempts at public information, in addition to book production.  These could be built into the 
larger complex of publishing endeavors long presided over, almost single-handedly, by N. G. 
Barrier. 

The complete list of AIIS publications up to 1998 is presented in the Appendix. 
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CHAPTER VI. AIIS ACADEMIC OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
VI. C. AIIS CENTER FOR ART AND ARCHAEOLOGY 
 1. Introduction 

a. Background 
The American Institute of Indian Studies’ concern with the art and archaeology of India 

can be traced to 1922 when W. Norman Brown went to India on behalf of the Archaeological 
Institute of America (AIA) to investigate the possible establishment of an “American School of 
Classical Studies” in the subcontinent.  While nothing came of it then, this contact marked the 
first time an American research center in India -- modeled on those in Europe and the Near East -
- was seriously considered.  By 1928 W. Norman Brown (appointed Professor of Sanskrit at the 
University of Pennsylvania in 1926) had become chair of the American Oriental Society’s new 
Committee on the Establishment of an American School of Indo-Iranian Research proposed to be 
set up in India.  In 1930 this body became the American Council of Learned Societies’ 
Committee on Indic and Iranian Studies (CIIS) that organized and incorporated the American 
School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) in 1934, with W. Norman Brown as its President 
and with headquarters planned to be in Banaras.  While the ASIIS never did set up shop in 
Banaras, it did promote and carry out -- with funds from the Boston Museum of Fine Arts among 
other sources -- an archaeological excavation at Chanhu Daro in Sind in 1935-36.  Further funds 
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did not materialize, and the outbreak of World War II in 1939 effectively precluded attempts to 
continue digging. 

Meanwhile, W. Norman Brown’s career had expanded from Sanskrit and folklore into art 
history.  In 1931 he had been appointed Curator of Indian Art at the Philadelphia Museum of 
Art, holding that position until 1954 alongside his professorship of Sanskrit at Penn.  Then from 
1942 to 1950 he was also Curator of the Oriental Section of the University of Pennsylvania 
Museum.   All through the 1930s he nurtured the idea of building an American research center in 
India so that American scholars could work in the field to further their knowledge of India’s 
civilization. 

After World War II, Brown, along with many other scholars, pursued this goal, and 
eventually in 1961 the American Institute of Indian Studies was established, in effect the lineal 
descendant of the “American School of India and Iranian Studies” incorporated in 1934.  The 
meeting on 30 April 1961 to organize the Institute included, of twenty-seven individuals, 
seventeen faculty members and ten administrators representing fifteen American universities and 
colleges.  Most of the faculty members were social scientists and historians.  Six were in political 
science; four in linguistics; four in history; and one in anthropology.  The two humanists present 
were both Sanskritists / Indologists.  One of these was W. Norman Brown, the only person in the 
group of twenty-seven who had an interest or experience in art history or archaeology.1 
 
  b. Teaching and Research in Indian Art History 

The history of Indian art was not widely taught or researched in the U.S. in the early 
1960s.  The main university centers were Harvard, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and Chicago, while 
half a dozen museums held collections of varying size and significance.  Even in India itself 
there was surprisingly little teaching of the history of art, Indian or otherwise.  Adequate 
amenities for research and well-tended and accessible museum collections for the study and 
exhibition of India’s rich heritage were not to be found.  One of the best-known and well-cared-
for collections was at the Prince of Wales Museum, founded in 1905 in Bombay.  In the 1950s 
the Museum’s Director was Moti Chandra, member of a Banaras family that had produced many 
eminent scholars.  Moti Chandra’s son, Pramod Chandra, had received a B. S. in international 
relations from Georgetown University in Washington, D.C. in 1951.  He had then worked with 
the art and archaeology collection at the Prince of Wales Museum as Assistant Curator from 
1954 to 1960 and then as Curator of Art and Archaeology from 1960 to 1964 (according to 
Who’s Who In America, 1996). This source also showed Pramod Chandra at the University of 
Bombay from 1958 to 1963 and earning a Ph.D. in art history in 1964.  Pramod Chandra’s 
connections with, and experience in, art history and the United States were long and 
considerable.2 
 
  c. Stimulus from the United States 

When a position in Indian art history opened up at the University of Chicago in 1963, 
Pramod Chandra was appointed to it.3   As Chandra recalls in a later document3, he was 
disturbed by the lack of attention in India to its own artistic heritage; so he “...conceived the idea 
of establishing a learned institute in India devoting its entire energies to the study of the history 
of the art of this region and creating the necessary materials and facilities for the use of 
scholars.”  So when this “young Indian scholar,” as this document described him, went to the 
University of Chicago in 1963, “...he discussed the idea with his colleagues in the U.S.A. and 
received warm support from them.”  The small group of university professors and museum 
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curators who worked on South Asian art history decided at some point in 1963 to promote their 
field by forming the American Committee for the History of South Asian Art (ACHSAA).  The 
Committee named John Kenneth Galbraith (U.S. Ambassador to India from March 1961 to July 
1963) as its patron and listed its members as: 
 
   W. Norman Brown  Pennsylvania    
   Pramod Chandra  Chicago 
   J. Leroy Davidson  UCLA 
   Diran Dohinian  Rochester 
   Richard Ettinghausen  Freer Gallery 
   Stella Kramrisch  Pennsylvania 
   Sherman E. Lee  Cleveland Museum 
   Stuart C. Welch  Harvard - Fogg Museum 
   Aschwin Lippe  Metropolitan Museum 
   Prudence Myer  Tulane 
   John Rosenfield  Harvard 
   Benjamin Rowland  Harvard 
   Lawrence Sickman  Kansas City 
   Walter Spink   Michigan 
   J. A. B. van Buitenen  Chicago 

 
The Committee’s first action was a meeting in July 1963 at the University of Chicago, 

organized by newly-appointed Pramod Chandra who was thereupon designated as ACHSAA’s 
Convenor, with J. A. B. van Buitenen as Secretary-Treasurer.  One of the resolutions of this 
meeting was 

 
...to undertake the establishment of a learned Academy in India 
 

since 
 

...there is no institute for the history of South Asian art, 
comparable, for example to the various academies, British, 
American, German and Italian which function in the Near and 
Middle Eastern fields, not to mention the great institutes working 
in European art.4 

 
2. Proposal to Establish an “American Institute of South Asian Art” 

a. International Conference in New Delhi, January 1964 
W. Norman Brown was clearly sympathetic with Pramod Chandra’s ideas.  By the end of 

1963 they and four other members of ACHSAA were preparing to go to India for the 
International Congress of Orientalists scheduled to meet in New Delhi.  Pramod Chandra had 
organized a conference of art history delegates to the Congress to meet in special session on 12 
January 1964 to discuss ACHSAA’s proposal for an “American Institute of South-Asian Art.”  
The meeting took place at the National Museum of India in New Delhi, then directed by the 
American, Grace Morley. 

The participants were: 
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Moti Chandra   - (Director, Prince of Wales Museum, Bombay) 
C. Sivaramamurti  - (Assistant Director, National Museum of India) 
V. S. Agrawala  - (Banaras Hindu University) 
J. N. Banerjea   - (University of Calcutta) 
A. Ghosh   - (Director General, Archaeological Survey of India) 
Nihar Ranjan Ray  - (Professor of Art, Calcutta University) 
J. E. van Louhizen-de Leeuw - (Professor of Indian Art, University of Amsterdam) 
Herbert Haertel  - (Museum of Indian Art, West Berlin) 
Walter Spink   - (University of Michigan) 
J. Leroy Davidson  - (University of California - Los Angeles) 
Stella Kramrisch  - (University of Pennsylvania) 
W. Norman Brown  - (University of Pennsylvania) 
J. A. B. van Buitenen  - (University of Chicago) 
Grace Morley   - (Director, National Museum of India) 
Pramod Chandra  - (Curator: Art Section, Prince of Wales Museum; 

ACHSAA Convenor; and University of Chicago) 
 
To open the meeting of these distinguished specialists on Indian art, ACHSAA Convenor 

Pramod Chandra outlined 
 
...the circumstances leading to the proposal for the establishment 
of an American institute for the history of South Asian art in India,  

 
and developed the notion of a “learned academy”  

 
...conceived in the manner of similar institutions that have already 
achieved eminence in their respective fields, notably the American 
Academies at Rome and Athens, the Kunsthistorisches Institut at 
Florence, and the British Academies in Athens, Bagdad, and now 
Teheran.5 

 
As noted earlier in this volume, the founders of the AIIS itself had taken the American School in 
Athens as a possible model. 

With this ambitious goal in mind, Pramod Chandra told the conference that ACHSAA 
wanted the widest possible advice before drawing up final plans.  He then requested W. Norman 
Brown to chair the conference proceedings.  In so doing, he no doubt had in mind the 
culmination in 1961 of Brown’s successful leadership of a decades’ long campaign to establish 
the American Institute of Indian Studies.  He was also aware of Brown’s own contributions to 
the field of Indian art history through his studies of Western Indian painting and through his 
curatorship of the Indian art section of the Philadelphia Museum of Art.  It must also have been 
clear to Pramod Chandra that the AIIS had not, in its first two years, evinced much interest in art 
and archaeology and that his proposed “learned academy” might fill that gap. 

 
b. Location of Proposed Art History Institute 

When the ACHSAA had discussed establishing some sort of institute in India, it had not 
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determined where it should be located.  According to Pramod Chandra, the Committee believed 
that it should not be in New Delhi where there was already a concentration of American and 
international institutions.  This matter was put to the January 1964 international conference.6 
Leading the discussion, Pramod Chandra reported that he had investigated Bombay, Ahmedabad 
and Banaras as possible locations.  Several participants considered Varanasi / Banaras to be very 
suitable, since the AIIS was already in western India, at Poona, and it was thought desirable to 
have a wider geographical spread of such organizations.  V. S. Agrawala (from the same Banaras 
family as Moti Chandra and Moti Chandra’s son Pramod), who was Professor of Fine Arts and 
Architecture at Banaras Hindu University (BHU) and attached to BHU’s Bharat Kala Bhavan, 
promised to provide all manner of facilities and cooperation to the proposed institute of art 
history.  After considerable discussion the conference members agreed that Varanasi would be 
the best location.  In 1934 the American School of Indic and Iranian Studies, under W. Norman 
Brown’s leadership, had hoped to have its headquarters in Banaras.  The 1964 decision, thirty 
years later, must have met with Brown’s approval as he chaired that meeting. 

 
c. Choice of Name for Proposed Institute 

Various names for the proposed institute were used before final selection of “American 
Academy of Benares.”  Among these were: Institute of the History of Art; Academy of South 
Asian Art History at Varanasi (Banaras); American Institute of South-Asian Art; and Academy 
of South Asian Art History. 

In order to give greater recognition and status to the study of Indian art, Pramod Chandra 
and the ACHSAA favored the term “Academy” for the proposed institution.  This would put it 
into the same league as the American Academy in Rome and the several British Academies.  
Since the institute was planned as an American operation -- with hoped-for American foundation 
backing -- now that the location had been decided upon, it was decided to call it the “American 
Academy of Benares” (AAB).  The choice of the anglicized version of the city name was 
apparently a deliberate attempt to invest it with a western if not universal aura at least in the 
English-speaking world.  The name was not only somewhat pretentious.  It was also somewhat 
mysterious, since it did not suggest that the institute’s focus was art or art history.  In fact its 
vagueness very quickly led to difficulties. 

Within a few months of the AAB’s establishment in September 1965, questions arose 
about its name.  Triyogi Narain (Under-secretary in the Ministry of Education), in a letter to 
Pramod Chandra on 16 March 1966, requested an explanation for the name.  Because by then the 
AAB was deemed to be an affiliate of the AIIS, the Institute’s Director, Thomas Simons, in 
Poona, replied in a tortuous way to his Ministry of Education contact as follows: 

 
The use of the present name of the Academy -- “The American 
Academy of Benares” -- at once seemed more appropriate for 
everyday use than the more cumbersome title of The Academy of 
the American Committee for the History of South Asian Art.  The 
short form also permitted the Academy to pay homage to the city 
of Benares which has a very special place in the development of 
Indian art and culture.  Moreover, the American Academy of Rome 
and the British Academy of Teheran suggested that a similar 
academy for India might well be named after an Indian city noted 
for its cultural attainments.  India has influenced the art and 
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cultural development of all South Asia, and it seemed only 
appropriate that an Indian city should be designated as a center for 
the study of all South Asian art and culture.7 

 
Actually the agreement of 7 January 1966 setting up the affiliation of the AIIS and the Academy 
never mentioned any name currently in use other than “American Academy of Benares;” nor did 
a “Background information on AAB” document prepared for Director Simons’ correspondence 
with the GOI.8 

The next year after the general elections of February 1967, when Congress barely 
returned to power and anti-Americanism escalated along with the rise of the opposition, the GOI 
increased attention to activities of foreign institutions.  Accusations of ties to the CIA became 
commonplace, and the Peace Corps as well as educational organizations were widely thought to 
be CIA fronts.  Questions were asked in parliament because radical students wondered why an 
American organization was working from a building on the BHU campus.9  In this regard, the 
AAB’s Executive Officer, K. Bharatha Iyer, wrote to Pramod Chandra on 13 April 1967: 

 
The name of our Academy continues to be a puzzle to many 
people, and in fact Mr. Hingorani (Education) too specifically 
asked me why this name was chosen which does not indicate the 
nature and scope of our activities which are purely on the 
educational and cultural plane.  The name of the American 
Institute of Indian Studies is clear enough, but the same clarity is 
not in ours and if many people misunderstand, they cannot be 
blamed.  So, the constant question faced is “What is this American 
Academy?”  This kind of impression is likely to cause 
misunderstanding and harm.  I would therefore urge that you give 
some thought to this.  Since the name of the parent body itself has 
been changed now from American Committee for the History of 
South Asian Art to American Committee on South Asian Art, I feel 
there can be no sentimental or other objection to reconsider the 
name of the Academy and make it indicative of our work.10 

 
Another indication of the unfortunate name problem was contained in a letter from the 

U.S. Cultural Attaché in New Delhi to an official of the Smithsonian Institution, chief funding 
agency of the AAB.  The relevant paragraph states: 

 
I also wondered if the title could be Benares Academy of Art and 
Archaeology [emphasis mine].  Why flaunt the name American: 
All the people concerned would know of the American role, and 
the chronic stone-throwers would not.11 

 
An indeterminate “American” presence on the banks of the Ganges in India’s most holy 

city was seemingly grist for all manner of suspicions, if not hostility.  That no American was 
actually involved on the site did not curb extremists’ questions.  ACHSAA’s grandiose 
intentions backfired, and despite Pramod Chandra -- a U.S. resident but an Indian citizen -- 
Indian sensitivities triumphed.  Later on, a summary explanation of the Academy and its 
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activities was forced to include a definitive statement: 
Thus, the Academy, though financed by America, is an institution 
established at the initiative of Indian scholars and run by Indians to 
promote the study of, and research into, the history of the art of the 
Indian sub-continent.12 
d. Establishment and Financing of the American Academy of Benares 
(AAB) 

With the location and name settled, the next task was to seek funding.  This was 
discussed at the January 1964 conference in New Delhi, and W. Norman Brown noted that, on 
the basis of his experience in setting up the American Institute of Indian Studies, dollar funds 
might be available from U.S. foundations and rupee funds from P. L. 480 monies controlled by 
the U.S. Government in India.  Brown also stated that the Academy might be set up as an 
affiliate of the already existing AIIS.  That would, he explained, assure cooperation and avoid 
any duplication of effort.13  In due course Brown presented this idea to the AIIS Executive 
Committee and suggested that 

 
The Art Institute in Banaras seems a fitting operation for support 
on P. L. 480 funds...14 

 
Brown reported to AIIS Trustees on 16 October 1964 that: 

 
Banaras Hindu University has offered the Maharaja of Rewa’s old 
palace, which is university property, for rent to this group.  Pramod 
Chandra has a verbal offer of rupees from the Indian Minister of 
Education.  Chandra is a knowledgeable scholar with excellent 
connections, and he should be able to establish this project if he 
gets enough released time. [Thereupon the Trustees] RESOLVED, 
that the AIIS welcomes the idea of an Institute of the History of 
Art and instructs its Executive Committee to do what it can to 
further the venture, exploring the possible modes of affiliation 
therewith.15 

 
During 1964 the ACHSAA -- promoter of the Academy -- approached the Smithsonian 
Institution for P. L. 480 rupee funds and the John D. Rockefeller III Fund for dollar support of 
expenses in the U.S. and Europe.  As Brown explained later on: 

 
The question then arose about how an American institution for the 
study of Indian Art could be established in India.  The institution 
needed to be self-governing, but since it had no corporate standing, 
and since the American Committee for the History of South Asian 
Art [ACHSAA] also lacked such standing, the United States 
government [through the Smithsonian] could not make a grant of 
funds to it.  The solution found was to ask the American Institute 
of Indian Studies to receive money from the U.S. Government and 
the John D. Rockefeller 3rd Fund, which as a non-profit 
corporation it could do, and then supervise the expenditure of 
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money so received to guarantee compliance of the Academy with 
the terms under which the money was granted.  The American 
Institute of Indian Studies agreed to such an arrangement, which 
was appropriate action for it to take, since it was well aware of the 
importance of such art studies as the Academy would undertake, 
knew the scholars promoting the creation of the Academy, and in 
fact had among its Trustees persons who were members of the 
American Committee for the Study of the History of South Asian 
Art [sic].  The Smithsonian Institution, therefore, authorized the 
United States Embassy in New Delhi to pay PL. 480 rupees to the 
American Institute of Indian Studies for the use of the Academy to 
be used as prescribed in the Smithsonian’s grant to the American 
Committee for the Study of the History of South Asian Art.16 

 
In this letter W. Norman Brown asked the Indian official, his old friend Prem Kirpal, “Will you 
let it [this letter] constitute a formal request from the American Institute of Indian Studies for 
authorization to go ahead?” 

Meanwhile, on 9 November 1965, the AIIS entered into an agreement with the 
Smithsonian under which this US government agency would provide the Institute with $76,850 
in Indian rupees to enable the AAB to be established.  This amount was quickly raised by over 
$130,000 in rupees, and the period of the Smithsonian grant was eventually extended for many 
years.  ACHSAA also received a three-year grant of $77,500 from the JDR III Fund which 
would be provided in the same way to the AIIS for the use of the AAB.  A formal agreement was 
signed by W. Norman Brown and Pramod Chandra in Banaras on 7 January 1966 stating that 
“...the ACHSAA is to operate the Academy in India as an autonomous division of the Institute, 
subject, however, to the financial supervision of the Institute.”  ACHSAA set up a three-person 
Budget Committee to account for the rupee and dollar funds; this committee included the AIIS 
Treasurer, Donald Murray.17 

The AAB was established in September 1965, with Pramod Chandra as Director, but it 
did not receive a major infusion of funds until February 1966.  The AAB’s “Program Report for 
the Period September 1, 1965 - December 31, 1966” noted that delays occurred in carrying out 
plans and in paying staff members.  It added: “The Director [Pramod Chandra] also did not draw 
any salary [for that five-month period].” Actually, one wonders why Pramod Chandra would 
have been due any salary since he had been awarded an AIIS Faculty Research Fellowship for 
the period 1965-66 and was presumably in India on that grant.18 

By the end of 1966 there appeared to be friction between the Academy and the AIIS over 
the relationship between the two bodies, over the role of the Institute as go-between, and over 
communication with the Government of India.  Accordingly, Pramod Chandra and members of 
ACHSAA took steps to incorporate that organization so that, as a legal entity, it might receive 
funds directly and assume administrative independence.  In due course the ACHSAA was 
incorporated in the State of Illinois and became ACSAA, the American Committee of South 
Asian Art, with Pramod Chandra as President.  This change in the parent body’s status did not, 
however, clarify the Academy’s standing in the view of the Government of India.  In fact the 
GOI never did recognize the AAB as a legitimate institution despite its relationship of affiliation 
with the AIIS. 
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3. Administration of the American Academy of Benares (AAB) 
a. Government of India Refusal to Recognize the AAB: 1969-78 

Notwithstanding its questionable legal status, the Academy did begin its work shortly 
after receiving substantial funds from its American sponsors through the AIIS, and it continued 
to carry out scholarly activities all through the time its existence and status were being 
negotiated with the GOI. 

The crux of the problem appeared to stem from the original GOI grant of recognition to 
the AIIS (3 March 1962) in which the Ministry of Education Secretary, Prem Kirpal, stated in a 
letter to W. Norman Brown: 

 
...The Government of India accept the revised proposal in regard to 
the setting up of the American Institute of Indian Studies and its 
operation in India, subject to the prior approval [my emphasis] of 
the Ministry of Education for the various programmes that the 
Institute may wish to implement in India.19 

 
In a later review of AIIS activities, Director D. D. Karve in Poona noted in regard to the 

AAB that 
 
It was clear that AIIS was not given a kind of blanket permission 
to undertake any research project that it considered important, but 
had to obtain prior GOI sanction for every such project...The fact 
that the AIIS accepted a grant for an entirely new kind of project in 
November 1965 without first obtaining approval of GOI was, in 
the view of GOI, a serious breach of the conditions of 
recognition.20 

 
It appeared while Pramod Chandra had informed the Ministry of Education twice about the AAB 
(both informally in October 1964 when the project was still in the planning stage, and then again 
in March 1966 after Smithsonian and other funds had been received and in fact after Academy 
operations had begun), neither of these actions were deemed to be official requests for 
permission to set up and run the AAB.  “Prior approval” had thus not been sought, and an 
important condition of GOI recognition of the AIIS had been breached.  It is unclear exactly 
where the fault for this lapse lay, but a legal stalemate development even though scholarly 
activities continued in Banaras.  The Academy, Institute headquarters in Poona, and W. Norman 
Brown’s office in Philadelphia all seemed to blame each other for the bureaucratic lapse, leading 
to the ACSAA’s attempt to disentangle its Academy from the AIIS. 

D. D. Karve also identified another problem underlying the GOI’s unease over the AAB. 
 This had to do with the nationality of Academy employees and the source of funds.  As he put it: 

 
...all work done at the Banaras institution has been done by 
Indians. No American scholar has been associated with that work 
during the 7 years of its existence (1965-72).  Further, the money 
spent has come from a foreign organization, viz. the Smithsonian 
Institution.  This is another aspect of the situation which goes 
against the rules laid down by GOI.  Indian scholars indirectly or 
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Indian institutions are not allowed to accept contributions from 
foreign organizations for carrying on academic or scientific work 
without the permission of GOI, and such permission is usually not 
given.21 

 
If we accept Karve’s understanding of GOI rules, it is strange that a forceful point of the Indian 
nature of the AAB was made in an October 1968 description of the Academy.  In that the writer 
(who would appear to have been Pramod Chandra himself) emphasized that the Academy 

 
...is staffed by Indians and its Director, Dr. Pramod Chandra, is 
also an Indian citizen. 

 
Later in that document the writer states: 

 
Thus, the Academy, though financed by America, is an institution 
established at the initiative of Indian scholars and run by Indians to 
promote the study of, and research into, the history of the art of the 
Indian sub-continent.22 

 
While Pramod Chandra underlined the Academy’s Indian leadership and staffing (despite 

Karve’s interpretation of GOI rules), he appeared to have failed to observe some of the strictures 
on Smithsonian funding.  This was demonstrated in a letter to W. Norman Brown from 
Smithsonian official Kennedy Schmertz in which he urged AIIS absorption of the AAB.  After 
applauding the scholarly attainments of the Academy in its first three years and indicating that 
further funding was forthcoming, Schmertz added: 

 
The principal concern expressed by the [Smithsonian] Advisory 
Council last December [1968] was that American participation be 
increased and broadened among members of the American 
academic community.  This is of special importance since the 
Smithsonian mandate from the U.S. Congress is first and foremost 
to strengthen American research in cooperation with the scholarly 
institutions of the “excess” currency countries.23 

 
In 1969 American participation was increased after the Institute absorbed the Academy and John 
Rosenfield was named chairman of the AIIS’ oversight Committee on Art and Archaeology.  
Rosenfield thus, in effect, replaced Indian citizen Pramod Chandra in leading the Academy in its 
new guise as Center.  This was clearly what Smithsonian needed to see. 

Meanwhile, bureaucratic twists and turns in the AAB’s administrative life continued.  A 
tantalizing apparent breakthrough to the recognition dilemma came on 21 August 1967 when the 
AIIS Director in Poona received a letter from a Ministry of Education official stating: 

 
...the Government of India are pleased to accord their approval to 
the establishment of the American Academy of Benaras [sic] at 
Varanasi as affiliated to the American Institute of Indian Studies.24 
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It was unclear what the source of this permission was, but it was quickly countermanded and 
chalked up to a problem of communication.  It would be ten years before “real” permission was 
granted. 

Not only did the Academy have a series of misunderstandings with AIIS Headquarters in 
Poona, but as W. Norman Brown wrote in his 1969 report: 

Unfortunately the Academy had not won the confidence and 
approval of the Government of India, while it had also failed to 
gain the goodwill of the Banaras Hindu University, from which it 
rented the building in which its operation was housed. 

 
Brown went on that 

 
The GOI had decided the Academy must cease to function, unless 
some organization in which the government does have confidence 
would take it over.25 

 
Specifically, the GOI indicated that it would be satisfied if the AIIS would take over the AAB -- 
this despite the fact that the Institute had been the financial pass-through for the Academy since 
1965, and in the eyes of the Institute had been affiliated with the AAB in that fashion.  But such 
affiliation had never been recognized by the Government of India. 

Much of 1969 was taken up with the attempts to sort out AAB administrative matters.  
W. Norman Brown, AIIS President, spent many days in January engaged in discussions with 
GOI officials and with U.S. Embassy officials who administered the rupee funds allocated to the 
Institute for the Academy.  In a lengthy memo to the AIIS Executive Committee, Brown laid out 
the main problem and suggested possible solutions.  The problem, he said, was that 

 
The Government of India is immovably determined that the AAB 
should cease to continue in India as an independent self-governing 
organization. 
 

As Brown put it: 
 

Either it must become a part fully administered by the AIIS or it 
must leave India.26 

 
As far as the GOI was concerned, the fact that the AAB was deemed an autonomous division of 
the Institute was not enough.  Brown further stated that there may be resistance on the part of 
AIIS Trustees to taking over the AAB on account of its convoluted existence up to that time.  
Brown also told the Executive Committee that 

 
Personal antagonisms between Pramod Chandra and several 
professors at the Banaras Hindu University27 

 
may have led to the bureaucratic impasse. 

The next step Brown took was to write a detailed letter to Pramod Chandra at the 
University of Chicago apprising him of the critical state of affairs and suggesting solutions.  
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Brown continued to laud the excellent work AAB was doing but noted frankly that 
 
...there has been a failure on the part of AAB in the field of Public 
Relations.28 

 
As to solutions to the problem, Brown suggested that two courses were open if the work of the 
AAB were to continue: first, it might merge completely with AIIS (pending ratification by 
Institute Trustees), or it might become associated in some way with Banaras Hindu University. 

Pramod Chandra’s reply came in a letter on 21 February 1969.  He reported that at the 
ACSAA’s annual meeting the following resolution was unanimously passed: 

 
The American Committee for South Asian Art respectfully 
requests the American Institute of Indian Studies, in accordance 
with the wishes of the Government of India, to assume full 
authority and responsibility for the operation of the American 
Academy of Benares as an integral part of the American Institute 
of Indian Studies, and that the ACSAA would be happy to 
cooperate fully with the AIIS in the operation of the AAB.29 

 
As a negotiating team to work out details of the takeover, the ACSAA chose John Rosenfield 
(Harvard), Walter Spink (Michigan), and J. A. B. van Buitenen (Chicago). 

On 23 April 1969 President Brown sent AIIS Trustees a packet of correspondence 
relating to the ACSAA application for its AAB to be taken over by the AIIS.  The matter was 
considered at the 2-3 May 1969 Planning Conference at Timber Cove attended by eighteen of the 
forty-five Trustees.  Then, following instructions of the Executive Committee, the matter formed 
a substantial part of the agenda of a subsequent meeting on 28 May 1969 of an ad hoc 
committee. By then both the Smithsonian Institution and the John D. Rockefeller III Fund had 
submitted strong statements of confidence in the work of the AAB and provided indications of 
continuing support.  The result of the ad hoc committee’s deliberations -- attended by funding 
agency representatives and the ACSAA subcommittee -- was to recommend the Institute’s 
complete takeover of the AAB and to put this to the vote of the Board of Trustees. 

 
b. From American Academy of Benares (AAB) to AIIS Center for Art 
 and Archaeology (CAA) 

Since the Government of India was adamant that the name “American Academy of 
Benares” be abolished, the AIIS suggested the entity be called the AIIS Center for Art and 
Archaeology.  That would adequately indicate both organizational affiliation and subject matter 
of its operations.  The Executive Committee had meanwhile appointed a Committee on Art and 
Archaeology to oversee the erstwhile Academy, pending approval of the Trustees.  ACSAA 
Committee Member John Rosenfield was named Chair of the new AIIS committee, and he 
prepared a long report for the Trustees’ meeting of 11 October 1969.  The report proposing the 
merger was accepted by the Trustees, and arrangements were set in motion for the Institute to 
absorb the AAB, now to be called the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology. 

Some Trustees proposed that the Center be moved away from Varanasi altogether -- 
some favoring its removal to Poona and others suggesting a site in Bombay or Madras.  At any 
rate, the lease on its location in the Rewa was up 31 December 1969; so some quick action was 
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necessary. While some Trustees were suggesting a move to some other part of India, Brown told 
them that Pramod Chandra had signed a lease on the Maharaja of Benares’ Old Courthouse in 
Ramnagar, across the Ganges from Banaras proper.  Some Trustees disapproved of the costs 
estimated to fix up the building on the Maharaja’s estate, but Brown reminded them that Pramod 
Chandra felt committed to his signature on the lease.30 
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Illustration 21 
Chief Court House, Ramnagar, Varanasi, Uttar Pradesh, Initial Home for the AIIS Center for Art 
and Archaeology 
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Accordingly, the newly-named Center moved in December 1969 to its new quarters. 
Pramod Chandra, member of the new AIIS Committee on Art and Archaeology (chaired by 
Rosenfield, with other members Spink and van Buitenen) went to Banaras to supervise the trip 
across the pontoon bridge to the Maharaja’s domain in Ramnagar.  Rosenfield described the new 
quarters in his report to the Trustees in May 1970: 

 
Though these new quarters are more remote from the center of 
Banaras, they are more quiet, more conducive to study, and are 
free from the political turmoil of Banaras Hindu University.  The 
building offers more usable space for library, photographic 
laboratories, and offices than did the Rewa Palace, but it must be 
renovated.  Current estimates for renovation are in the range of 
$4,500 to $5,000.31 

 
It took some time to renovate the old building.  That, combined with the uncertainties of 

the previous months, greatly curtailed scholarly activities. 
An interesting sidelight on the AAB’s departure from the Rewa Palace on the BHU 

campus was given in a letter from the AAB’s Executive Officer to Pramod Chandra.  On 28 
November 1969 V. R. Nambiar described the visit made to the AAB on 25 November 1969 by 
BHU’s Vice-Chancellor and several other officials.32  According to Nambiar, the group was 
impressed by the way in which, in just four years, the Academy had refurbished and equipped 
what had been a dilapidated building.  At one point the Vice-Chancellor asked Nambiar, “Why 
don’t you leave all the equipment and furniture that you have here for the University?”  Nambiar 
said he was not empowered to discuss such matters and referred the officials to Pramod Chandra. 
Under terms of the lease with BHU, the Academy had agreed, on possible departure, to leave 
only built-in fittings.  While the University did not get the Academy’s expensive equipment, it 
did get back a renovated and modernized building and had profited from substantial rental fees 
for four years. 
  
  c. AIIS Trustees Approval to Move Center for Art and Archaeology 

 from Banaras 
Despite the move to Ramnagar, questions of the CAA’s ultimate destination continued 

among Institute Trustees.  The 1969 Trustee’s meeting that approved the merger of AAB with 
AIIS was 

 
...on the proviso that the Academy/Center be moved from Benares. 

 
According to Chairman Rosenfield, 

 
...in principle, thus, a move is already authorized.33 

 
It was assumed that move would be to Poona, where the operation could be better supervised on 
a day-to-day basis by AIIS Headquarters, and where it was likely to be welcomed by the Deccan 
College -- unlike the situation at BHU.  Resident Director Robert Miller in New Delhi urged the 
move to Poona.34  He felt that there was no possibility of Government of India approval of the 
AAB’s merger with AIIS if the operation remained in Banaras.  What nobody knew at that time 
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was that AIIS headquarters themselves were to begin to move to New Delhi within a year, with 
all headquarters’ functions gone from Poona by 1973. 

Meanwhile at its 29 March 1972 meeting, Institute Trustees, over newly-elected 
President Ainslie Embree’s passionate objection, “decided to discontinue our operation at 
Banaras and to shift the assets to an approved center of the Institute,” which the Executive 
Committee determined would be Poona, now a designated Regional Center.  However, when the 
Institute reported its decision to the Government of India’s Ministry of Education, it was told 
that it would not be permitted to move from Banaras.  The GOI reminded the Institute it could 
not undertake any new activities but could continue only already approved activities in the art 
and archaeology area.35  Embree pointedly told Pramod Chandra that George Dales (California-
Berkeley) had taken over Rosenfield’s chairmanship of the Committee on Art and Archaeology 
(as of 13 January 1972) and that all activities would henceforth 

 
...be under his direct control, subject to the general oversight of the 
Executive Committee. 

 
All use of the Center in Varanasi, 

 
...other than routine use of the library and documentation facilities, 
must seek approval from the Chairman.36 

 
This potentially restricted Pramod Chandra’s access to the scholarly operation in Banaras that he 
had initiated and run for seven years. 

Despite the arrangements made in the U.S., the Government of India continued to 
withhold legal recognition of either the AAB or its purported successor, the Center for Art and 
Archaeology.  It neither demanded the abolition of the whole operation nor recognized its 
legitimacy. 

The “Banaras problem” had taken up a lot of W. Norman Brown’s time and energy 
during the last years of his long presidency (1961-71), and it continued all through Ainslie 
Embree’s presidency (1971-73) -- the tumultuous period of U.S.-Indo relations resulting from 
the Bangladesh War and the “Tilt to Pakistan.”  Embree had 

 
...rather vehemently opposed the resolution passed by the Trustees 
at the [29] March [1972] meeting closing down Banaras.37 

 
In his memo to Trustees on 14 July 1972 Embree reiterated the GOI’s argument that 
 

...by trying to move out of Banaras we both demanded 
Government of India action and that we did something new 
[emphasis mine]. 
 

He went on: 
 

This strikes me as an excessively legalistic interpretation, but there 
isn’t much we can do about it. 

Embree related that “local interests,” presumably at Banaras, opposed the Academy / Center’s 
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move, and he believed that 
 
...we will be asked to transfer our assets to Banaras Hindu 
University (very valuable ones, comprising documentation of 
Indian sculpture of a kind not found anywhere else, an excellent 
library, and expensive equipment).  Informal suggestions have 
already been made that we should transfer the property.  I have 
indicated through the same informal channels that I personally will 
not make such a recommendation to our Trustees or the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

 
Embree continued by noting that: 

 
A particularly regrettable feature of the Government of India’s 
refusal to let us move to Poona is that the Deccan College 
authorities had expressed a strong interest in having the work 
established there, and I believe that a very fruitful collaborative 
relationship could have been established.38 

 
 d. Threat of AAB Takeover by Banaras Hindu University 
After P. R. Mehendiratta, the Executive Officer in New Delhi, sent the Ministry of 

Education a copy of the Board of Trustees’ resolution to move the operation from Banaras to 
Poona, he eventually received a Ministry reply (12 February 1973) that stated: 

 
...We are exploring the possibility of merging the Academy with 
the Banaras Hindu University.  In that event the Academy will 
cease to have a separate entity and will form part of Kala Bhavan.  
This would also imply that the American Institute of Indian 
Studies would not have any connection with the Academy but the 
existing facilities would be available to research scholars from 
different countries.39 

 
Embree informed the Trustees of this development saying that, while the letter was vague, 

 
...on the basis of other information 

 
he believed 
 

...that in fact a decision has been made by the Ministry on the  
proposed merger.40 

 
Despite the continuing bureaucratic uncertainties, scholarly work had gone ahead at the 

Center, and the Smithsonian had continued to fund the Center’s projects. However, the 
Smithsonian was increasingly anxious over the official status of the Banaras operation, and it 
considered “distressing” both the Trustees’ decision to close it down and move it and the GOI’s 
refusal to let it be moved.  The Smithsonian official most involved in this situation noted: 
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The Smithsonian has invested $612,342 in Indian rupees in this 
eminently successful undertaking.  We have been confidently 
looking forward to the slow but sure realization of a substantial 
scholarly harvest despite the worrisome official status of the 
“Benares operation.”  We feel that we have a major stake in its 
fate.41 

 
Everyone involved hoped that George Dales, who became the new Committee Chair as of 

July 1972, would be able to sort things out when he visited India.  As Embree assured the 
Trustees: 

 
He is, I am sure, the best person to discuss both details and general 
principles with the Indian authorities.  Not only is he highly 
respected by people in his field in India, but he is blessedly free 
from the biases acquired by most of us who have been involved in 
the Banaras issue through the years.42 

 
That Dales was an archaeologist rather than an art historian was another plus, because it gave 
him very welcome objectivity. 

In Dales’ first report as Chair of the CAA, he recapitulated the Center’s activities from 
September 1970 to September 1972.  He noted the ambiguity pertaining to its legal status but 
said that, despite that, the Center was able to function effectively on the projects that did have 
Government of India approval. These included several publications, service to the scholarly 
community, and a certain amount of photo documentation.  However, as he put it: 

 
Unfortunately, events far beyond the control of the Institute 
influenced the fortunes of the Center and adversely affected its 
operations, and by the end of the period under report even the 
photo documentation had to be abandoned.43 

 
By Dales’ second report for October 1972 to December 1973 nothing much changed.  

Many people spent monumental amounts of administrative time in negotiating the future of the 
Center with the GOI to no avail.  Nevertheless, work went on, and the Smithsonian voiced its 
confidence in the Center by allocating another grant, $101,370 in rupees.  When, at the 
beginning of 1973, it looked as though the Government of India was about to demand transfer of 
the Center’s assets to Banaras Hindu University, AIIS officials spent a lot of time working out 
details of a hoped-for equitable agreement, and many drafts of a “scheme of collaboration” were 
considered.  By the end of 1973, however, there was still nothing definite.44 

Edward C. Dimock, Jr. became AIIS President in July 1973 and inherited the “Benares 
problem.”  At his first meeting in June 1974 with the Institute’s Indian Advisory Committee he 
brought up the thorny question and expressed concern over the prospect of having the Center 
taken over by BHU.  Several members of the IAC 

 
...felt that such a merger would be in the disinterest of both the 
Institute and the Indian scholarly community, 
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but recommended that 
 

...the Institute should simply keep quiet as this was not appropriate 
time for the Institute to take up such matters with the Government 
of India. 

 
Meanwhile they advised that the Center should continue its work under the partial approval 
granted earlier, and 

 
...wait until an appropriate opportunity arises.45 

 
No appropriate opportunity arose for several more years. 

 
 e. Resolution: Government of India Approval of AAB: Renamed  
   CAA: 1977-78 
In his President’s Report at the end of the 1974-76 period Edward C. Dimock, Jr. made 

the startling statement: 
 
It gives me great pleasure to report that after many years the 
confusion over the situation at the Center in Varanasi seems to be 
on the verge of being clarified once and for all.46 

 
Even during the difficult days of the “Emergency” (June 1975 to March 1977) negotiations had 
proceeded, and on 24 February 1977, shortly after Dimock’s optimistic report, the Joint 
Secretary in the Ministry of Education and Social Welfare wrote to Dimock agreeing to 

 
...the establishment of a Bi-National Committee for the American 
Academy of Benares. 

 
This body was  

 
...to supervise and guide the work of the Academy.47 

 
The Government of India was to appoint to the Bi-National Committee representatives from the 
Ministry of Education, University Grants Commission, and the Archaeological Survey of India.  
The Bi-National Committee would also include the Director of BHU’s Kala Bhavan.  This was 
as close as BHU got to taking over the problematic Academy / Center.  While the February 1977 
agreement still referred to the “American Academy of Benares,” when the first meeting of the 
new Bi-National Committee took place on 12 September 1977, it was called “The AIIS Center 
for Art and Archaeology, Varanasi.”  Some seven months passed before Director Mehendiratta 
received a letter dated 24 April 1978 from the Ministry of Education whose subject was 

 
Approval for the erstwhile American Academy of Banaras [sic] to 
be renamed as Centre for Art and Archaeology, Banaras, under 
AIIS, New Delhi.48 
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Mehendiratta immediately informed V. R. Nambiar, Deputy Director for AIIS Banaras 
Operations, of the long-awaited approval and offered his congratulations.49  Nambiar replied to 
this by writing: 

 
While we are very happy that formal approval has, after all, come, 
we cannot but often remember that this is the result of our 
constant, patient effort over long years. Our gratitude to you is 
immense.50 

 
President Dimock commented on the successful conclusion of the “Benares problem” and 

ascribed it 
 
...to the work of our Director in India and that of the Chairman of 
the Committee on Art and Archaeology [Frederick Asher] and his 
whole Committee, in the U.S. and in India.  Working closely 
together, this active and imaginative group procured increased 
funding from the Smithsonian, a grant from the JDR III Fund, a 
grant from the Ford Foundation, regularization of the status of the 
Center as a branch of the Institute, permission from the 
Government of India to expand and step up documentation work 
which both expands the archives and provides data for the 
Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture, the establishment of 
a Bi-National Committee to assist the Center’s work,...arrangement 
for several seminars in the art history and archaeology fields, and 
completion of plans to export the duplicate archive to the United 
States.  It will be agreed that this is an enviable record.  The 
Benares programs represent one of the real achievements of the 
Institute...51 

 
The protracted and convoluted saga of the Academy / Center’s genesis and transformation finally 
came to an end.  It was not without scars and costs.  Time-consuming and expensive efforts were 
expended for years on behalf of what many AIIS Trustees felt was a concern of but a minority 
within the Institute.  The tail was seen to be wagging the dog, according to many, and in the mid-
90s there were frequent sentiments voiced for reining in what were seen as excessive demands 
from those in this single scholarly field.  However neither the Smithsonian Institution, nor the 
JDR III Fund gave up on the enterprise they had helped to launch, and with their support a great 
deal of significant research and documentation had been carried out for the benefit of scholars in 
many fields not only in the United States and India but also worldwide. 

 
4. American Academy of Benares’ Projects and Activities 

  a. Initial Statement of Nature and Scope of Projects: 1964 
The major projects and activities of the art history operation in Banaras during the 

preceding three decades, under both the AAB and the CAA, were conceived of in deliberations 
of the American Committee for the History of South Asian Art (ACHSAA) when it first met in 
1963.  They were later articulated again in the International Conference of 12 January 1964 in 
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New Delhi,52 a gathering that was convened by Pramod Chandra, chaired by W. Norman Brown, 
and attended by fifteen distinguished scholars.  It was suggested that the proposed institute -- 
which became the American Academy of Benares -- should promote research into the art history 
of India and publish results of such research.  To facilitate such research, the Conference 
participants agreed that a comprehensive photo-documentation survey of monuments and 
artifacts in museums should be initiated.  This involved acquiring copies of existing photographs 
and architectural drawings as well as initiating country-wide tours to photograph hitherto 
inadequately documented temples and other buildings in all parts of India.  It also meant 
developing a sophisticated indexing system for the photographs.  The Conference participants 
generally agreed that the proposed Academy should maintain close relations with the 
Archaeological Survey of India, from which it could obtain reports and photos, and from which 
it needed permission to carry out its own documentation tours. 

A major requirement foreseen for the planned institute was the building up of a 
substantial reference library of books and periodicals, preferably in hard copy.  If hard copies 
were not available, such materials should be acquired by photocopying or in microform.  The 
photo archives and the reference library would support both the anticipated research projects and 
the publications that would result.  Conference participants suggested a variety of publication 
schemes including some research by individual scholars already in progress.  Works in progress 
included a dictionary of Indian iconography, a dictionary of Indian art terms, a survey of 
manuscripts on Silpa and Vastu Shastras, and several specialized bibliographies. 

The Academy was not envisaged as a teaching institution; but in the process of carrying 
out research projects it would impart training to new scholars.  Some participants thought the 
Academy should have a teaching function, but W. Norman Brown forcefully stated that it would 

 
...be presumptious for Americans to try and improve the teaching 
of Indian art history in India.53 

 
It was generally agreed, however, that workshops and seminars should be held for the 
interchange of knowledge between Indian and American as well as other foreign scholars. 

The International Conference also considered the question of excavation.  It was 
generally agreed that archaeological excavation and art history were quite different disciplines.  
The proposed Academy might encourage the carrying out of excavations, but it should not itself 
enter into such activities. 

Within six months of ACHSAA’s first meeting, Pramod Chandra had mobilized a blue-
ribbon panel of experts who met in New Delhi to accept ACHSAA’s proposal for setting up a 
learned institute on Indian art history in Banaras, the traditional heart of Indian culture, and to 
outline its major objectives.  Later in 1964 the Ministry of Education was informally apprised of 
the scheme in detail, and within a year Pramod Chandra had received promises of funding from 
the JDR III Fund and the Smithsonian Institution.  Even though funds were not actually received 
until February 1966, the American Academy of Benares was formally established in September 
1965 with a skeleton staff and ambitious plans. 

b. Conference on Art History Research Needs: 1966 
Once the Academy was underway with its first infusion of American funds, Director 

Pramod Chandra requested seven leading officials and scholars to form an Indian Advisory 
Committee (IAC) to review the work of the AAB and advise it from time to time on the progress 
and direction of its research program.  This paralleled the AIIS’ constitution of its own Indian 
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Advisory Committee in 1963 that held its first meeting in 1964.  The Academy’s IAC was 
composed of the following seven members, five of whom participated in the organizing 
conference of January 1964: 

 
Moti Chandra  - Prince of Wales Museum, Bombay 
Rai Krishnadasa - Bharat Kala Bhavan, Banaras Hindu University 
Grace Morley  - American Adviser on Museums to GOI’s Ministry of Education 
C. Sivaramamurti - Director, National Museum of India 

(Successor to Grace Morley in that position) 
A. Ghosh  - Retired Director-General, Archaeological Survey of India 
Nihar Ranjan Ray - Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Simla 
S. K. Saraswati - Department of Art and Architecture, Banaras Hindu University 

 
At the IAC’s first meeting on 2 April 1966 its members expressed appreciation of the 

Academy’s broad concept that aimed at the advancement of knowledge and the Academy’s 
 
...freedom from narrow nationalistic considerations in the pursuit 
of knowledge.54 

 
On the following day the Academy’s Director announced the organization of 

 
...a conference of all eminent scholars to ascertain the present 
research needs of South Asian art and archaeology.55 

 
The fourteen scholars who joined Director Pramod Chandra in this conference on 3 April 1966 
were,56 

 
Moti Chandra  - Prince of Wales Museum, Bombay 
Rai Krishnadasa - Bharat Kala Bhavan, Banaras Hindu University 
Grace Morley  - American Adviser on Museums to GOI’s Ministry of Education 
C. Sivaramamurti - Director, National Museum of India 
R. C. Agrawala - National Museum of India 
M. N. Deshpande - School of Archaeology at Archaeological Survey of Indian 
B. N. Goswamy - Punjab University 
Anand Krishna  - Banaras Hindu University 
Krishna Deva  - Archaeological Survey of India 
A. K. Narain  - Banaras Hindu University 
S. K. Saraswati - University of Calcutta 
U. P. Shah  - MS University of Baroda 
 
K. Bharatha Iyer - Executive Officer, AAB 
Pratapaditya Pal - Research Officer, AAB 

 
As noted in an early AAB report: 

 
A great deal of stress was placed by most speakers on the necessity 
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for scientific documentation, both bibliographical and 
photographic. It was felt that one of the primary needs was the 
collection of data and its publication, for this will immeasurably 
aid scholars who felt the absence of such facilities very keenly.  
Some concrete suggestions regarding research projects were also 
made of which the following three were particularly emphasised: 
1.  Dictionary of Indian Iconography 
2.  Catalogue of dated Indian sculptures and paintings 
3.  Encyclopedia of Indian architectural terms57 

 
The research needs identified in this conference constituted the Academy’s initial 

program of action.  In spite of the fact that the Academy was created by ACHSAA (with 
headquarters in the U.S.) and was financed by American agencies, no American academic art 
historian participated in this meeting.  Grace Morley, the American museologist deputed to the 
Ministry of Education, was the only American present.  Pramod Chandra, while a U.S. resident, 
was an Indian citizen. 

 
c. Initial Staff Appointments 

Director Pramod Chandra lost no time in recruiting key members of his staff.  He 
appointed K. Bharatha Iyer, Assistant Editor of Lalit Kala, as Executive Officer; Dayasaran as 
Chief Photographer, with Dharma Pal Nanda as his assistant; and Asha Kaula as Assistant 
Librarian.  The research staff included Pratapaditya Pal, a specialist on the art of Nepal, and two 
Ph.D. students as assistants.  An early program report announced: 

 
The services of Mr. M. A. Dhaky, who has wide experience in 
field archaeology and is a promising student of Indian architecture 
have been requested from the Department of Archaeology of the 
Government of Gujarat and it is hoped that he will take charge of 
his duties as Research Associate shortly.58 

 
This report further stated: 

 
Shri M. A. Dhaky, who is expected to join you shortly has 
submitted a sound scheme leading to the preparation of a 
comprehensive work on Indian temple architecture [my emphasis] 
on which he has been at work for several years.  It is expected that 
with his arrival at the Academy much headway will be made on 
[this] important research project which has won praise from 
leading Indian scholars.59 

The appointment of M. A. Dhaky proved to be pivotal to the development of the 
Academy / Center’s most ambitious and praiseworthy project.  In fact it is clear from this 
comment that Dhaky himself originated the concept of, and carried out the first research for, the 
comprehensive work that became the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture.  It was 
Dhaky who, in the 1980s and 1990s, coordinated the completion of many segments of this 
monumental project. 
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d. Major Emphases and Objectives 
With renovations underway to the Rewa Palace (leased from Banaras Hindu University); 

and many of the needed technical and research staff recruited, the Academy was ready to tackle 
its primary objectives including: 

 
1. Documentation of photographs and architectural drawings 
2. Explorations and excavations 
3. Library acquisitions, cataloging, and bibliographic presentations 
4. Major research projects 
5. Publications 
6. Communications including lectures, workshops, seminars, and conferences 
 
While the location, name, administrative and legal status of the Academy / Center had 

changed over the years, the implementation of its objectives and projects had managed to 
proceed. 

Each of the activities noted above will be descried in turn below, with developments in 
each presented in chronological order beginning with those under the American Academy of 
Benares’ aegis and continuing under the aegis of the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology at 
Varanasi. 
 
 5. Project Implementation Under AAB and CAA 

a. Documentation: Photographs and Architectural Drawings 
   i. Pilot Project: First Three Years: 1965-68 

The January 1964 international conference that validated ACHSAA’s proposal to set up 
an art history institute in India discussed the importance of building an adequate photographic 
collection.  This would involve a comprehensive survey of existing photographs as well as the 
training of photographers to make site visits to document monuments and artifacts.  The 
Director-General of the Archaeological Survey of India reminded the conference participants 
that the ASI already had extensive negative files and that copies could be obtained from them.  
All agreed that photographs would be central to research projects, and their accurate description 
and indexing would be crucial.60 

In the 1964 description of the Academy, produced after the conference, it was stated that: 
 
The Academy would place the greatest emphasis on building up an 
extensive collection of photographs of the highest quality.  This 
would involve not only the purchase of photographs, but a 
comprehensive survey carried out by the Academy itself and made 
with the most suitable photographic equipment and professionally 
competent photographers.  In a very vital sense the photographic 
archives and the attendant catalogues and indexes would be one of 
the major continuing research projects of the Academy, its 
planning and execution being placed, as the need arose, under a 
full time research officer.  Initially however the work would be 
integrated to a certain extent with its research and publication 
programmes.61 
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The first three years of the photo archive project, with initial Smithsonian and JDR III 
Fund support, were envisaged as a pilot program on a modest scale but sufficient to build the 
infrastructure and outline the anticipated programs.  Accordingly, in the first year of the 
Academy’s operation the priority was given to setting up the photo lab.  Even though the JDR III 
Fund had allocated dollars that the Academy intended to use to procure the best modern 
equipment from Europe, it took some time to get through the GOI procedures for licensing the 
import of this equipment.  Nevertheless, the “Interim Program Report up to July 1, 1966” stated 
that by then the photographic archives had begun 

 
with the printing of about 1,200 photographs, some of which were 
made from negatives made by the Academy’s photographer and 
others from negatives loaned by Dr. Pramod Chandra from his 
personal collections. 

 
The Report went on to say: 

 
A beginning has been made towards proper indexing of those 
photographs by the research section.63 

 
The Report also noted that the acquisition of a jeep was considered “...likely to contribute 
substantially to our research and photographic capabilities as well as to programmes of 
archaeological exploration.”  By the end of 1966 nearly 3,000 photos had been mounted, 
accessioned, and indexed.  The number of photos acquired and indexed rose to 8,000 by the end 
of 1967. 

While awaiting receipt of their own equipment, Academy staff hired or borrowed 
cameras with which they were able to photograph extensively in several museums as far afield as 
Calcutta. In addition, a photographic survey was made of cave paintings near Bhopal. 

Meanwhile, also with JDR III Fund monies, the Academy’s chief photographer was sent 
“...on a study tour to the U.S.A. and Europe, during which he visited the photographic sections 
of several museums and universities in order to acquaint himself with modern equipment and 
technical advances.”63 

 
In sum, the Academy’s aim, as expressed in its first year of operation, was 

 
...to have a comprehensive documentation, at present not available 
elsewhere, and thus ultimately provide an invaluable tool for the 
use of scholars.64 

 
In contrast to the limited scholarly accessibility of Indian government facilities (such as those of 
the Archaeological Survey of India), the Academy designed its photographic archive for the free 
and open use of all scholars.  By the end of 1967 the photographic archive was reported to be 
already in extensive use.65 
 
   ii. Activities During Transition from AAB to CAA 

The de facto -- but not de jure -- absorption of the Academy by the American Institute of 
Indian Studies in late 1969 and its new life as the Center for Art and Archaeology, together with 
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the move of its physical facilities across the Ganges River to Ramnagar, coincided with the low 
point of Indo-U.S. relations.  Guidelines for foreign research projects were introduced, visas 
were held up or denied, and a pervading anti-American attitude made life difficult for individuals 
and organizations.  The GOI was not about to approve the new AAB / CAA merger.  Nor did it 
totally disapprove of it.  The Center had to suspend publication programs, but it continued 
documentation activities, albeit at a greatly reduced level.  Restriction on documentation 
continued between 1973 and 1975 when it looked as though BHU would take over all Center 
operations.  However in 1975 when that threat had passed and when the end of the Center’s legal 
limbo appeared to be in sight, documentation efforts could be resumed.  These efforts went into 
high gear in 1977-78 after the Government of India gave its approval to the AAB / CAA merger, 
and when the whole operation came under the oversight of a Bi-National Committee.  The 
documentation results of the subsequent two decades have been extremely satisfactory.  They 
could not have been achieved without the solid and imaginative base built in the days of the 
Academy. 
 
   iii. Documentation and Distribution of Photographs 

Photo-documentation proceeded well in the first three years, and through extensive tours 
the staff gained experience in finding, photographing, and measuring archaeological remains and 
monuments of importance to the various research projects being undertaken at the Academy.  
When George Dales prepared his first report as Chair of the AAB’s successor Center’s oversight 
Committee on Art and Archaeology, he described the modus operandi of the documentation 
center: 

 
The work of documentation can be broadly considered 

under three aspects: the location and exploration of archaeological 
remains and monuments; the photographing or otherwise recording 
of the remains; and the archiving, cataloguing and publishing of 
the materials gathered in order to make it accessible and usable. 

One of the most characteristic functions of the 
documentation center is the exploratory survey of a given 
geographic area.  The region to be surveyed is first studied 
carefully from an historical and archaeological point of view so 
that objects of significance are not missed.  Administrative and 
police authorities in the area are notified that the team is coming, 
and permission for the tour is secured.  Arrangements for 
transportation, sometimes to remote, little-travelled districts, are 
then completed.  The survey team always includes research 
scholars who supervise the photography and document the objects 
photographed.  The scholars also investigate the existence in the 
area of art manuscripts of historical or other significance.  If such 
material is discovered, it is recorded for the archives.66  

 
These extensive tours, often lasting a month or so, had their beginnings in trial runs by 

Academy staff such as photographing the Banaras ghats or objects in nearby museums.  Starting 
with this early training of photographers, archivists, and draftsmen, the AAB /Center gradually 
developed an expert staff.  Dales described the photographers in his 1972 report as having 
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produced “work of high professional competence.”  By 1994 this staff had assembled a fully 
described and indexed research collection of over 125,000 black-and-white photos and some 
16,000 color slides.  This represented a huge increase from the 28,600 photos and 2,578 color 
slides reported in Dales’ 1972 overview of the Center’s activities. 

In 1994-95 alone, from photographs taken during documentation tours, the Center made 
13,000 black-and-white prints (not including those destined for the U.S. archive).  Half of these, 
i.e., 6,500, were duplicates made to give to the Archaeological Survey of India to satisfy GOI 
requirements.  From the beginning of the Center’s documentation projects, the GOI exacted a 
copy of every negative the CAA made as its price for granting permission to photograph India’s 
monuments and artifacts.  At one point the cost of making a single print, duly mounted, was 
estimated at Rs. 12.  The necessity of making an extra negative for the GOI greatly increased the 
cost.  The need to make another copy for shipment to the U.S. for its duplicate archive (details of 
this operation will be given below) further raised the per unit cost.  This did not account for the 
original cost of taking the pictures.  All in all, this was not an inexpensive project. 

Until about 1990 photo-documentation and drafting activities were dedicated primarily to 
the needs of the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture project (of which more later).  
With the Center’s new mandate to broaden its range of documentation to support a diversified 
clientele, however, it began to cover Islamic monuments, Buddhist caves, Hindu sculpture, as 
well as buildings from the British period.  This brought about a balance in the photographic and 
drawings archives that served an increasingly wide range of scholarly customers.  This also 
greatly increased the Center’s visibility and reputation for service to the scholarly community 
and vindicated the founders’ vision of a central photographic archive.  

The Center’s policy was to provide 50 prints free to each bona fide research scholar who 
requested them for use in a dissertation or publication.  In return, recipients were expected to 
send the Center complimentary copies of each of their publications where the photos were used 
and duly credited to the AIIS. 

 
iv. Electricity and Preservation in Banaras 

The weather in Banaras was not exactly conducive to the smooth functioning of a 
complex operation that depended on sophisticated photographic processing and, to an increasing 
extent, on a whole raft of computers.  Notoriously veering from very hot and sticky to cold and 
damp, the weather had posed a challenge to the Center from the beginning.  Added to that were 
the vagaries of the electricity supply. 

Nowhere in India was the supply of electricity entirely adequate, dependable, or 
predictable.  The practice of “load shedding” to equalize a finite amount of power among many 
customers played havoc with Indian life and particularly affected the critical needs of photo 
processing and computer use.  Lack of reliable power also affected proper storage of the 
negatives, color slides and other data that were the centerpiece, if not raison d’être, of the whole 
documentation enterprise. 

Over the years piecemeal attempts were made to address the problem, but in 1987 the 
AIIS decided to become self-sufficient and installed a heavy-duty generator to ensure an 
uninterrupted supply of power.  Improvements in air-conditioning and humidity-control 
continued to be made, both to preserve the results of the Center’s operations and to maintain 
staff and users’ productivity. 

 
v. Duplicate Archive in the United States 
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When ACHSAA first outlined in 1963 its proposal to set up an art institute in India, it 
placed great importance on the development of central comprehensive photographic 
documentation.  It also expressed the ultimate hope of establishing a duplicate archive in the 
U.S.67  This was a pet project of ACHSAA member Walter Spink (Michigan) who had long 
encouraged the development of an Asian Art Archive for teaching and research at the University 
of Michigan and who wanted to make sure that such an archive had a substantial Indian 
component. 

Spink proposed to the AIIS the creation of a duplicate file in the U.S., and he received 
official AIIS sanction for the scheme.  He then went on to submit his plan to the Smithsonian 
Institution and gained assurance of funding for it.  In May 1970 Spink sent a photographer, 
Suresh Vasant, normally employed by the University of Michigan, to Banaras to make copies 
from the archival negatives.  By the end of 1972 some 21,000 copies had been made.  However, 
as of that date neither had GOI been asked permission to export these materials to the U.S., nor 
had any decision been made as to where in the U.S. the duplicate file would be kept.68   
According to the terms of Smithsonian funding, that location would have to guarantee 
accessibility for reference by interested scholars and students in the same way as did the 
facilities at Banaras. 

In a report to AIIS Trustees, President Embree assured them that 
 
...we will press hard for permission to have duplicates of 20,000 
negatives [sic] sent to the U.S.69 

 
A few months later Dales described the duplicate files situation as follows: 

 
The situation concerning the duplicate files remains static.  

Work continues on them, but the question of their export to the 
U.S. is intimately related to the negotiations with GOI concerning 
the Academy as such.  We cannot at this time do anything to raise 
suspicions in GOI’s mind concerning these files.70 

 
Attempts to export the duplicate file came to naught while the AAB / CAA relationship was still 
unsolved, lacking GOI approval.  The breakthrough came in 1977, along with resolution of the 
overall legal impasse.  In Committee Chairman Frederick Asher’s 1978 report on the CAA he 
credited 

 
...the Institute Director’s [Mehendiratta’s] persistent efforts” 

 
that resulted in 
 

...permission granted to export the Center’s duplicate archive.71 
 
Now the question remained: Where would the archive be housed in the U.S.?  As 

Gregory Possehl, the next CAA Chair related, the decision was made to establish the archive at 
the University of Pennsylvania 

 
...after a nation-wide search of all colleges and universities with 
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significant South Asian Programs.  This search included the 
Library of Congress.  Penn was the only respondent that 
guaranteed to take care of both the overhead needs for the 
Archives as well as allow full freedom of access.72 

 
The South Asia Art Archive was initiated at Penn in 1979 and received yearly shipments 

of photos and slides from the Center in Varanasi.  A note in the Director’s annual report for 1988 
- 90 gave some idea of the cumbersome procedures regularly incurred in shipment of the photos 
to Penn: 

 
The Government of India granted necessary permission to the 
Institute to send two consignments of about 12,000 and 7,300 
photographs duly catalogued and indexed to its Duplicate Archives 
at the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia.  With further 
permission from the Reserve Bank of India and necessary 
screening…these photographs were airfreighted during October 
1988 and June 1990.73 

 
Another description of the shipping procedures stated: 

 
A consignment of 7,298 mounted and documented photos 

and the same number of index cards packed in steel trunks was 
despatched by road to New Delhi on 28th June 1990.  A list of 
these photos has already been prepared and sent to Delhi and 
Philadelphia.  As soon as the list is checked and cleared by the 
Archaeological Survey of India and the Customs authorities, this 
consignment will be air-shipped to Philadelphia to be added to the 
Photo Archives maintained at the University of Pennsylvania at 
Philadelphia.74 

 
In 1979, upon receiving GOI permission, the AIIS drew up the following agreement with 

the University of Pennsylvania to ensure legal protection to both sides: 
 
The American Institute of Indian Studies gifts to the 

University of Pennsylvania the Duplicate File of the Photographic 
Archive of the American Institute of Indian Studies Center for Art 
and Archaeology, Varanasi, India, made possible through the 
financial support of the Smithsonian Institution, with the 
understanding that this Archive will be maintained as an open 
resource for all scholars. 

The Institute is unable to provide in any way for the 
maintenance of this facility in the U.S.  However, so long as funds 
are available to the Institute in India, a duplicate print of all 
photographs deposited in the Archive in Varanasi will be supplied 
to the Archive at the University of Pennsylvania.  Photographs will 
be mounted, with labels, indexed, and with separate cards for an 
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index file.  The initial file of ca. 30,000 photographs will be 
shipped in archive order.  Annual shipments of new accessions will 
also be sent in archival order.  Transportation from India will be 
provided by the Institute. 

Copyright for all photographs remains with the Institute 
and supply of photographs to scholars for publication will continue 
to be with the Center in Varanasi only. 

It is understood that, should the University of Pennsylvania 
at any point be unable to maintain the archive as an open facility, 
the Archive would revert to the Institute.  At the same time, the 
Institute guarantees that the facility set up at the University of 
Pennsylvania will remain the sole duplicate of the archive in 
Varanasi, save that the Institute reserves to itself the right at some 
point to issue a microfiche edition of the Varanasi archive -- either 
partial or complete.75 

 
In 1980 it was reported that a microfiche edition of the Varanasi archive would be made 

in 1981 under an agreement the AIIS made with the Inter Documentation Company of Leiden, 
Holland. 

As of 1998 the duplicate archive at Penn, called the “South Asia Art Archive,” fittingly 
resided in an area of the general library adjacent to the W. Norman Brown South Asia Regional 
Studies Reference Room.  This area was presided over by a large portrait of the Sanskritist-cum-
art historian who, more than any other person, brought the American Institute of Indian Studies 
into being and who blessed the creation of the Banaras art history center. 
    
   vi. Walter Spink, Michigan Asian Art Archives, and AIIS: 1988 

As we have seen, Walter Spink (Michigan) was instrumental in 1963 in getting photo-
documentation made a centerpiece of ACHSAA’s incipient program.  Over the years Spink 
promoted the making of slides for the AIIS Michigan’s Asian Art Archives.  In 1970 Spink 
persuaded the AIIS to create a duplicate file of the Banaras holdings that would be located 
somewhere in the United States.  

Then in 1988 Spink proposed that Suresh Vasant, still his professional photographer for 
ongoing projects at Ajanta and other western India caves, be assigned to the Center for Art and 
Archaeology as the new Documentation Officer.76  While the Center welcomed the expert 
photographer, questions arose over the 10,000 negatives of the western caves that Spink 
proposed to donate to the Varanasi Center -- what was referred to as “the dowry” that Vasant 
was to bring with him.  The main problem was that Spink would hand over the negatives only 
under certain conditions.  These included his receiving two prints of each negative donated (one 
for Spink and one for the University of Michigan) and two prints of any negatives that Suresh 
Vasant or the AIIS documentation teams might make of the western caves in the future.  As it 
happened, Vasant brought with him 40,000 negatives taken over a long period (1965 to 1986), 
and they actually seemed to belong already to Michigan’s Asian Art Archives.  Because of 
questions of legal ownership and of valid GOI permissions for export, the AIIS was in a 
quandary about how to proceed. 
 
   vii. Computerization and Digitization of Photo Archives: 1991-97 
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After Susan Huntington succeeded Gregory Possehl in September 1986 as Chair the AIIS 
Committee on Art and Archaeology, the Committee started to investigate the possibility of 
computerizing the data relating to the archival photograph collection in Banaras. 

To help in designing and carrying out such a computerization project, the Committee 
selected John Mosteller, a recent (1986) Ph.D. in Indian art history from the University of 
Pennsylvania.  Mosteller, a student of Michael Meister, had developed techniques of computer-
aided analysis in his dissertation, an iconometric study of proportionality in early North Indian 
sculpture.  His field work in 1978 with a community of traditional sculptors in South India had 
led him to compare the contemporary making of Hindu images with the Sanskrit texts that 
prescribed the methods to be used.  As he suggested in a later article, he wanted 

 
...to demonstrate that Indian art, for both cultural and historical 
reasons, is particularly suited to the application of a quantitative 
approach.77 

 
The newly available computers would be ideal for this.  Thus, with his art history background 
and technical competence, Mosteller was the right person at the right time to design and execute 
the Institute’s proposed computerization project. 
 By the end of Susan Huntington’s tenure as Committee Chair in 1990, a five-year plan 
for implementing the project had been drawn up.  At that point the Varanasi archive contained 
over 85,000 photos and over 13,000 color slides.78  Mosteller was appointed director of the 
Center’s Computerization Project and spent some time in Banaras training Center staff on the 
computers that were already in place. 

From the beginning of work on the Encyclopedia in the late 1960s, researchers at the 
Banaras Academy / Center were in contact with the scholars and staff at the French Institute of 
Pondicherry (FIP) and knew of the large collection of photographs that had been assembled 
there. Just over 100 miles south of Madras on the coast, the FIP was established in 1955.  Its first 
director -- the Indologist and Tamil scholar, Jean Filliozat -- placed great emphasis on 
documentation, and under him the Institute made some 100,000 photographs of South Indian 
temples, sculptures and other cultural items.  While these photos, in the opinion of some, were 
often of indifferent quality,79 this huge collection in many ways complemented that being built at 
the Banaras Center. 

When the two Institutes became mutually aware of each other’s collection, an agreement 
was worked out in 1990 that together they should 

 
...undertake a coordinated project for producing a single 
compatible computerized index for our two Photographic Archives 
of Indian Art and Architecture.80 

 
At that time the two collections together included over 200,000 photos, and their specializations 
complemented one another. 

Mosteller spent some time in Pondicherry in January 1991 consulting with the FIP 
scholars, and together they worked out the basic form to be used as a data base.  This would 
assure that the data used in the project were relevant to the work of both these Institutes as well 
as to other organizations concerned with Indian art and archaeology.81  The letter sent in May 
1991 to about two-hundred scholars requesting advice and assistance described the scope of the 
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two collections: 
 
The American Institute’s Archive, developed over the last 

30 years in relation to work on the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple 
Architecture has concentrated on developing a comprehensive 
collection of photographs on temple architecture and sculpture 
from all over India.  However, this collection also includes large 
numbers of photographs of early Buddhist, Jain and Brahmanical 
sculptures, bronze images, terracottas, Indian Islamic monuments, 
miniature paintings and inscriptions.  The French institute’s 
Archive has been developed over the last 35 years with a focus on 
South India (Tamil Nadu and the neighboring states of Andhra 
Pradesh, Karnataka and Kerala).  It includes exhaustive 
documentation of the architecture, sculpture and painting of South 
Indian temples and also photographs of Islamic monuments, 
inscriptions, terracottas and ritual objects.  Both collections have 
endeavored to document monuments and objects in a 
comprehensive manner including multiple views of free-standing 
sculptures and both general and detailed views of monuments.  In 
addition, both of our Institutes have produced a large number of 
architectural drawings including ground plans, elevations and 
sections, which we also plan to include in the data base.82 

 
The goals of the project were described as follows: 

 
...we plan to produce a data base that will consist of two 
components: (1) an Index and (2) the scanned photographs.  These 
components will be created in two stages beginning with the Index 
and followed by the digital conversion of the photographs / 
drawings and their integration, as an image base, into the Index.  
Both components will be available in the form of CD 
ROM/Optical Disc technology and will be regularly updated as the 
collections expand...We plan to complete the Index by 1995 and 
the scanning of the photographs by 1997.83 

 
The 1990-92 Report on the Center, produced in 1992 by Chair Catherine Asher, noted 

that  
 
Plans to computerize the Center’s photographic archival holdings 
are now continuing in an aggressive fashion. 

 
She reported that 

 
...art historian Jeffrey McKibben (Ithaca College), an expert in 
computer use and data basing, was in Varanasi to implement the 
pilot project.84 
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By 1994 Asher reported that 

 
The computerization of the archives, with the extensive 

database pilot, is proceeding extremely well and efficiently.  When 
the entire archive is placed in digital format, the current plan calls 
for making it available on-line and accessible worldwide.85 

 
Asher concurred with a Trustee suggestion that 

 
...the coordinator of computerization should work with libraries to 
ensure that the structure of the databases...would be adaptable to 
most widely used formats to ensure greatest dissemination.86 

 
A summary of the project issued in 1995 stated: 

 
The pilot project initiated in 1991-92 to computerize data 

culled from photographs in the Center’s Photographic Archive is 
now in full swing.  Approximately 30,000 records have been 
entered into the computer data base.  The basic data entry is 
carried out in accordance with the system used for materials 
previously catalogued and accessioned into the archives.  Then in 
the second stage each photograph is examined by a trained expert 
who records significant information about the style, iconography, 
architectural details, epigraphy, and so on that is visible in any 
systematic and hierarchical manner that he/she wishes.  The goal 
of this phase of the project is to complement the existing basic 
documentation and to expand the range of documentation of the 
archive.  Since the photos are presently filed according to 
geographical and chronological categories, scholars looking for 
iconographic types, motifs, and so on...must search the photos one 
by one to find examples.  The computerization of both existing 
photo documentation and newly created index references is aimed 
at increasing the researchers’ abilities to quickly access the visual 
resources contained in the archives.87 

 
 b. AAB / CAA Exploration and Excavation 
Whether or not the proposed Academy should include archaeology within its scope was a 

subject discussed at the organizing international conference of January 1964.  When Pramod 
Chandra explained that in India a tremendous amount of work remained to be done in excavation 
of sites of artistic importance -- presumably in contrast to scientific or historical importance -- 
and asked if participants thought that the proposed institute should carry out or encourage such 
excavations, he received several reactions.  Nihar Ranjan Ray (University of Calcutta art 
historian) said that 

 
...since archaeological excavation and art history were different 
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disciplines 
 
he believed the carrying out of excavations was not advisable.  Walter Spink (Michigan) added 
that the academy-to-be might 

 
...confine itself to encouraging excavations rather than entering 
[into this activity] directly. 

 
Spink was supported in this by Director-General of the Archaeological Survey of India who said 
that such undertakings were very complex and that the academy’s energy would easily be 
frittered away if it got involved.  Stella Kramrisch (Pennsylvania), on the other hand, suggested 
that if excavations of certain specific sites were carried out, it might be possible to identify 

 
...the vital link between the Gupta sculpture and the development 
of the Pala school, 

 
thereby contributing significantly to art history.88 

 
Following that conference, a formal AAB project statement produced later in 1964 

declared: 
 
There are a large number of unexplored or relatively little explored 
sites scattered throughout the region.  The Academy hopes to 
encourage rather than directly undertake field excavations, at least 
in the beginning.89 

 
In this way Pramod Chandra kept his options open. 

 
Shortly after the Academy was established and funded, early program reports noted that 

acquisition of a jeep would facilitate programs of archaeological exploration and stated that: 
 
The project for joint survey of Gupta sites in Central India together 
with the University of Sagar is now being reviewed.90 

 
A 1967 form letter to scholars describing the objectives of the AAB noted: 

 
The Academy also plans to promote the exploration and 
excavation of archaeological sites, particularly those in association 
with the historical period.  In cooperation with Professor K. D. 
Bajpai, Tagore Professor of Ancient Indian History at the 
University of Sagar, a joint team conducted a preliminary survey 
of little known sites in Madhya Pradesh.  A project for the 
excavation of the important sites of Piparia and Gurgi, which will 
result in putting a stop to their depredation by vandals, is being 
finalized. 
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Developing this further, another description of the Academy stated: 
 
Joint programmes for exploration and excavation are now being 
developed by the AAB in close collaboration with Indian 
Universities.  Excavations at a temple site at Piparia, Satna 
District, Madhya Pradesh, have already been carried out by the 
University of Sagar in collaboration with the Academy and a 
proposal for excavations at Gurgi, District Rewa, also in Madhya 
Pradesh, is under consideration.  A proposal of the Banaras Hindu 
University for the excavation of a temple site at Bhitari is also 
under consideration.91 

 
At another point it was reported that 

 
A short pilot project...involving the exploration and photography 
of rock shelters in Central India [near Ujjain] under V. S. 
Wakankar and Robert R. R. Brooks of the American Embassy [sic] 
was completed [and] a more comprehensive project is under 
consideration.92 

 
By 1969, during the period of uncertainty over the Academy’s legal status and its relationship to 
the AIIS, the Institute Director noted that  

 
...excavations were discontinued.93 

 
From evidence available, these few ventures into the field of excavation appear to have 

been mainly on the level of encouragement and collaboration with teams from universities that 
were equipped to do the actual digging themselves.  The Academy went on to concentrate for the 
balance of its existence on projects more specifically art historical. 

The American Academy of Benares became the American Institute of Indian Studies 
Center for Art and Archaeology in late 1969.  Ironically, despite its title, the CAA had not 
entered into any archaeological activities if indeed these refer to, in the dictionary definition, the 
systematic recovery and study of material evidence such as graves, buildings, tools and pottery, 
and if archaeology is seen to be a scientific discipline (Walter Fairservis maintained that 
archaeology was a science using other sciences) in contrast to art history.  Art history is 
considered to be in the province of humanities and is usually carried on by scholars as 
individuals rather than in teams.  Archaeology then, by its very nature, was appropriate to 
organized research projects continuing over several years and to what came to be known in 
funding and administrative circles as “group projects.” 

The American Institute of Indian Studies became involved with archaeological projects 
around 1979, when it started to administer Smithsonian-funded group projects such as those of 
Gregory Possehl and Mark Kenoyer in Gujarat; John Fritz and others at Vijayanagara; Vimla 
Begley in Tamil Nadu; and Jimmie Shaffer in Karnataka.  These projects did not go through the 
AIIS selection process and were not connected in any way with either the Committee or Center 
for Art and Archaeology.  The Institute did, however, publish under its imprint half-a-dozen 
important works on Indian archaeology that resulted from the projects noted above.  These 
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publications are listed below in an appendix. 
The Center was involved in matters pertaining to archaeology insofar as one of its major 

research projects was the Gazetteer of Archaeological Sites and Ancient Monuments (of which 
more below).  Interestingly enough, two of the six Chairs of the Committee on Art and 
Archaeology, serving ten of the CAA’s first twenty-five years, were trained archaeologists, 
namely George Dales and Gregory Possehl.  From 1982 to 1985, of six persons on the CAA 
three were archaeologists: G. Possehl, K. Kennedy, and V. Begley.  After 1986, however, at the 
end of Possehl’s tenure as chair, no archaeologists were named to the Committee. 
 
  c. AAB / CAA Research and Reference Library 
   i. Acquisitions: Scope and Number 

Plans for the American Academy of Benares included building a substantial specialized 
library of books and periodicals to support the many research projects envisaged.  Taken 
together, the photographic archive and the reference library would form the very foundation of 
the Academy.  Difficulties of building the needed library collection came from the scarcity of 
many of the publications desired.  The Academy recognized that it might have to procure 
microform or xerographed copies rather than hard copies, neither of which would do justice to 
the portrayal of works of art. 

In the 1960s the Indian book trade was greatly improving, thanks in some part to the 
stimulus of the U.S. Library of Congress acquisitions program, which started in 1962 with 
headquarters in New Delhi.  Book dealers found it was to their advantage to improve their ways 
of doing business so that they might sell more titles to the huge American library program, and 
publishers found it profitable to explore new areas, one of which was the reprinting of many 
long-out-of-print important nineteenth-and early-twentieth-century works.  Many of these were 
art historical in nature. 

The Academy’s library collection began in a small way.  In the first six months 
 
Purchases for the library have begun and several [my emphasis] 
books have been received.  The library will shortly move from its 
present make-shift premises to the large hall.  With the receipt of 
grants from the JDR III Fund, it has become necessary to set up the 
procedure for importing books from abroad. Negotiations are 
underway with a purchasing agent in London who will acquire and 
send the books available in foreign markets on to us in India.94 

 
By the end of its first year the Academy reported: 

 
Purchases of books for the library are being made in India from 
rupee funds available and also abroad from the JDR 3rd Fund grant. 
The problem of obtaining standard works providing basic 
documentation and source material presents difficulties, as most of 
these books are out of print and rarely available.  As a result of 
persistent efforts and alertness and some good fortune, a number of 
rare volumes have been acquired which has considerably increased 
the usefulness of the collection.  The total number of books 
purchased number about 1,200…95 



VI. C.  AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology 
 

- 491 - 

 
After the AAB became the CAA, George Dales, as Chair of the Committee on Art and 
Archaeology, reported in 1972: 

 
...thanks to the diligence of the staff, several strokes of good 
fortune, the help of scholars in England, plus gifts from the JDR 
3rd Fund, the Department of Archaeology and Museums of the 
Government of Gujarat, etc., the library is already one of the finest 
of its kind in South Asia.  It holds over 8,120 volumes of books 
and periodicals, many of them quite rare...additions...during this 
period (1970 to 1972) were 992 volumes, of which 618 were books 
and 374 bound volumes of journals.96 

 
Ten years later, when Possehl became CAA Chair, the library’s holdings were reported to 

be 14,208 bound volumes of books and periodicals.  In addition, the library had acquired 539 
maps for support of the Center’s research.  In 1992 the library subscribed to more than 150 
journals, of which 50 were from abroad.  A number of titles that could not be procured in hard 
copy were available on microfilm or microfiche.  By 1994 the Varanasi Center’s air-conditioned, 
non-circulating, open stack, American-style library contained 24,000 books and 7,000 individual 
issues of periodicals pertaining to the many disciplines that bore on the study of India’s cultural 
heritage.  Its organization, scope and depth made it, in some scholars’ view, the best such 
specialized collection in the sub-continent.  It was an achievement of which the Institute could 
justifiably be proud. 

The card catalog provided access to materials on the library’s shelves.  It was hoped that, 
in due course, access would be computerized. 

 
 ii. Reference Assistance and Bibliographic Presentation 

Some 5,000 Indian and foreign visitors came to the Center each year to consult the 
Library as well as the Photographic Archives.  This fulfilled a major goal of the Center, namely 
to be of service to the scholarly community.   

The Chief Librarian, Jagdish S. Yadav, had been at the Center since 1978.  In addition to 
planning the shape of the collection and seeking out new titles to acquire, Yadav and his staff 
offered reference assistance both to the research staff and to visitors. 

Using the Center’s considerable resources, Yadav prepared two important bibliographies 
that were published under AIIS auspices.  These were: Pradeep, Index to Felicitation and 
Commemoration Volumes: Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta Felicitation Volume (1991, two-hundred 
forty-seven pages) and Cultural Heritage of Mathura: A Bibliography (1991, one-hundred forty-
five pages).  Subsequently, Yadav worked on a project to facilitate access to hard-to-locate 
sources on Indian art and archaeology.97 

 
  d. AAB / CAA Major Research Projects 

i. Background 
When in 1964 the ACHSAA was in the process of organizing the American Academy of 

Benares, in addition to great emphasis on documentation (both photographic and bibliographic), 
it urged development of research projects under its aegis.  Not only would the Academy 
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...aid research by its fellowship programmes 
 

but also 
 

...it would itself formulate research projects, whether done jointly 
or individually, administer and finance them and eventually 
publish the results.98 

 
 For example, the planning document envisaged a project to carry out a comprehensive 
survey of some particular aspect of South Asian art, fully documented by photographs taken 
especially for it. 

As soon as the Academy was officially established and funded, Pramod Chandra, its 
Director, organized a symposium in Banaras on 3 April 1966 of fourteen leading Indian scholars 
(in addition to himself) to discuss and identify the major research needs of Indian art and 
archaeology.99  This echoed the “Needs Conference” of twelve years earlier (April 1954) held in 
Chicago, when a dozen American scholars, representing many disciplines, met to discuss ways 
of putting South Asia on the American academic map (see Chapter I. B.). 

The assembled art historians, archaeologists and museum officials endorsed a series of 
research initiatives including a survey of prehistoric cave paintings near Ujjain; a study of Indian 
expression of European baroque architecture; a comprehensive work on Eastern Indian bronzes; 
and research catalogues of several collections in certain Indian museums (some of these 
catalogues were in progress).  The 1966 symposium participants particularly emphasized the 
need for three items:  

 
1. Dictionary of Indian iconography; 
2. Catalogue of dated Indian sculptures and paintings; and 
3. Encyclopedia of Indian architectural terms.  (This third item emerged in later 

reports as an encyclopedic work on Indian temple architecture mentioned in 1967 
as “now well under way and entirely manned by Indian scholars).100 

 
Of all the projects proposed by the Academy (some of which were taken up and some 

not), it was the encyclopedia that proved to be the major research concern of the AAB and of its 
successor CAA over the next three decades.  The encyclopedia quickly expanded its focus from 
“architectural terms” to “Indian temple architecture,” but with architectural terminology seen as 
the key to comprehending the actual buildings.  The Gazetteer of Archaeological Sites... did not 
come directly out of the 1966 “research needs” symposium but emerged from the work of an 
individual and was taken over by the CAA around 1978.  It constituted the second most 
ambitious and significant of the Banaras projects.  These two research projects are described in 
detail in the following pages. 

 
ii. Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture 

(a) Under the Academy: Origin and First Years 
In his Preface to the first part of this work published in 1983, Editor Michael Meister 

summarized the goal of the scheme: 
 
This project has taken many years to reach the form in which it is 
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now presented.  Intended to help consolidate a generation of 
research, this Encyclopedia particularly attempts to codify an 
appropriate technical terminology for Indian temple architecture, 
and to illustrate that terminology by chapters which survey the 
remains of temple architecture in India within a geographic and 
historical framework...through understanding the terms, their 
meaning and categories they establish, the student can approach 
the temples he studies with a more precise perception.101 

 
When the Academy began to assemble its research team in late 1965 and early 1966, it 

requested  
 
the Government of Gujarat to release Mr. M. A. Dhaky from 
its Department of Archaeology so that he could become Research 
Associate with the encyclopedia project.102 

 
According to an Interim Report: 

 
Shri M. A. Dhaky, who is expected to join our staff shortly has 
submitted a sound scheme leading to the preparation of a 
comprehensive work on Indian temple architecture on which he 
has been at work for several years [emphasis mine].  It is expected 
that with his arrival at the Academy, much headway will be made 
on an important research project which has won praise from 
leading Indian scholars. 

 
By the end of 1966 it was reported that Mr. Dhaky, a scholar of Indian architecture, was 
 

...on loan from the Archaeological Department of the State of 
Gujarat, 

 
and was currently engaged 

 
...in the preparation of an encyclopedia of medieval temple 
architecture, a project undertaken by the Academy on the strong 
recommendation of colleagues in India.  The work is well in 
progress, a detailed study of several traditional canon, both 
published and in manuscript form, having been completed.  
Elucidation of architectural terms, preparation of photographs, 
plans and drawings, and a comparative study of monuments in the 
field have also been undertaken.  This work is expected to be 
completed in two years time.103 

 
At the end of 1967 the AAB described the scope and progress of the project as follows: 

 
A comprehensive work on India Temple Architecture in three 
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volumes together with an annotated glossary of Sanskrit 
architectural terms has progressed considerably.  The work is in 
charge of Sri M. A. Dhaky...and will carry contributions by three 
other eminent Indian scholars, Sri K. R. Srinivasan, Sri Krishna 
Deva, Sri K. V. Soundara Rajan, all of the Archaeological Survey 
of India.  Dr. Kumudini Mehta of the Library of the University of 
Bombay has been awarded a research grant to complete a 
bibliography of Indian temple architecture which will form a part 
of this publication.104 

 
Meanwhile Director Pramod Chandra organized an international seminar on Indian 

Temple Architecture held in Banaras on 17-21 November 1967.  The seminar attracted scholars 
from India, America, and other countries.  The proceedings of the seminar were planned to be 
published as the first volume of a proposed Transactions of the American Academy of Benares, 
according to an AIIS report.105  This, however, never came off the drawing board.  Then it 
looked as though the proceedings would be published by the AIIS in 1973 in the form of 
Collected Papers, but this too did not materialize despite the fact that the all-important 
Government of India permission to publish had been received.  The papers -- or at least most of 
them -- finally saw the light of day in 1975 as Studies in Indian Temple Architecture..., edited by 
Pramod Chandra and published by the AIIS (317 pages). 

Work on the Encyclopedia itself continued apace even during the protracted negotiations 
over the Academy’s legal status described above.  The photo-documentation operations 
produced an enormous amount of new research data.  Inexorably the project escalated, while at 
the same time it was developing great sophistication.  It moved from a strictly terminological 
focus to an all-embracing study of temple architecture, and the expectations of 1966 that the 
work could be completed in two years proved to be inaccurate.  The study of these monuments 
itself became monumental. 
 
    (b) Under the Center for Art and Archaeology 

When the Academy was absorbed by the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology in 
October 1969 and all its operations moved across the Ganges to Ramnagar in December, the 
Encyclopedia remained an overriding concern.  Research and writing continued, bolstered by 
increasingly sophisticated and wide-ranging documentation tours only temporarily restricted 
during the bad patch of Indo-U.S. relations in the early 1970s. 

Interestingly enough, in late 1972, when George Dales wrote his first report as Chair of 
the reconstituted Committee on Art and Archaeology, he devoted three of the report’s eight 
pages to what he referred to as the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architectural Terms.  As 
Dales saw it: 

 
The main objective of the project is to deepen our understanding of 
Indian architecture by studying the monuments in the light of the 
traditional technical texts and the texts in the light of the 
monuments.  This should lead to the compilation of an annotated 
glossary that will greatly aid future studies and also contribute to 
technical expression of the same precision as is used in Western 
architectural studies.  Discussion and intellectual intercourse 
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between scholars will also be greatly facilitated.  The project will 
also make it possible to understand and analyze the architecture 
texts more easily.106 

 
Dales explained that the result will be a two-volume publication, one on South Indian 

temple architecture and the other on the temple architecture of North India.  He understood that 
the glossary -- annotated and illustrated -- would be central and that supplementary essays 
putting the glossary items into a series of historical contexts would be prepared. At that time it 
looked as though Volume I, in three parts, would be sent to the press in 1973.  That, however, 
was not to be.  The first part of Volume I finally appeared in 1983.   

As Dales made clear, the project involved much more than photographing, dating and 
describing India’s thousands of temples.  A crucial part of the project lay in placing the 
monuments into their literary and traditional textual contexts.  This involved getting and 
examining published and manuscript versions of the texts (technical vastu-shastras, shilpa-
shastras, and a variety of religious texts, or inscriptions on copper-plates) so that the architectural 
and textual traditions could be seen in terms of one another.  It became clear that India’s many 
distinct architectural schools and traditions would have to be correlated into some sort of over-
arching scheme, and that the glossary of terms would have to go far beyond Sanskrit and Prakrit, 
extending to Tamil, Gujarati, Oriya, Rajasthani, and other regional languages. 

  
 (c) After Government of India Approval of the Center: 1978 

Work proceeded on the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture (EITA) under the 
leadership in Varanasi of M. A. Dhaky through the difficult years of the mid-1970s, when the 
exact disposition of the Center was in doubt because the GOI had neither approved of the AAB’s 
merger with the Center nor had it disapproved of it.  When the Center finally emerged from this 
state of limbo in 1978, its projects were able to go into high hear.  For one thing, Michael 
Meister (Pennsylvania) was appointed editor of the EITA.  For another, M. A. Dhaky, long the 
senior research scholar at the Center, was promoted to its Associate Director (Research).  In this 
position Dhaky was the onsite coordinator of the huge long-term project.  Again in 1978 the 
research staff was strengthened by the addition, as Consultant, of the well-known architectural 
historian Krishna Deva, who earlier had been Deputy Director of the Archaeological Survey of 
India.  While Dhaky and Meister were working to produce the first parts of Volume I focused on 
South India, Krishna Deva concentrated on sections of Volume II that covered North India.107 

Dhaky and Krishna Deva did more than sit in the Varanasi Center and write.  They 
actively took part in photo-documentation tours.  In 1981 Dhaky went with a photographer to the 
western caves (Ajanta, Kanheri, etc.) to check on forms of architecture of particular periods that 
he needed to see and document before writing certain chapters.  In January 1982, when it was 
found that the Center did not have the requisite photos, drawings, and plans of specific temples 
in Andhra Pradesh, Dhaky sent a photographer and draftsman with detailed instructions to make 
them.  That tour took a month.  Then in February 1982 Krishna Deva made a tour of several 
important areas of Madhya Pradesh and directed the photographing and sketching of a number of 
monuments.108 

Because of the complex and wide-ranging nature of the EITA, a large number of chapters 
had been assigned to specialists located in various parts of India.  This procedure of farming-out 
chapters contributed to delays in receiving drafts of chapters in a timely fashion.  Deadlines were 
difficult to enforce at a distance from the administrative center of the project in Varanasi.  As a 
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1989 report put it: 
 
Getting the materials has been one source of delay; some chapters 
were assigned as much as 10 years ago. 

 
Since the project depended heavily on M. A. Dhaky himself and his detailed knowledge and 
vision of the whole, it was acknowledged that the 

 
...project as presently defined and executed would be difficult to 
bring to fruition were Mr. Dhaky to retire. 

 
It seemed that Dhaky had from time to time been involved in several other projects that 

diverted his attention from the Encyclopedia; so the Committee on Art and Archaeology 
encouraged him to drop all other Center activities except the EITA so that it might get finished.  
Apparently that was done, and further progress was made.  In fact, most of the reports of the 
Committee from the late 1980s on were replete with assurances that great progress was being 
made on the work.  As will be demonstrated below, a number of sections of the massive project 
had been published by 1997, and, with a few exceptions, much praise had been heaped on the 
Encyclopedia by scholars world wide for its conceptual framework, coverage and excellent 
presentation. 

 
 (d) Administrative and Scholarly Criticism of the 

Encyclopedia 
Criticism of the Institute’s involvement in the project had centered on the inordinate 

amount of time, energy, and money devoted to a single enterprise that seemed to be over-
dependent on one or two individuals and to expand and escalate as new documentation appeared. 
AIIS Trustees and Executive Committee members voiced concern over problems inherent in 
long-term projects in a period of financial insecurity.  Availability of rupees would inevitably 
decrease, and support from such federal agencies as the National Endowment for the Humanities 
had become problematic given the budgetary atmosphere in Washington.  To allay some of the 
criticism directed towards the EITA, the Committee on Art and Archaeology took steps to 
broaden the scope of photo-documentation that for years had been exclusively geared to the 
EITA’s needs.  It also directed the Center to build archival collections on a variety of art 
historical and cultural subjects. 

Apart from its personnel and financial problems, the EITA project faced some initial 
negative scholarly comments.  Serious criticism of the first volume centered on its “woefully 
deficient reference glossary” and, when given, the brevity of definitions, or lack of translations, 
of Hindu names and epithets.  Practical shortcomings were also pointed out, such as the 
inconsistent use of feet or metric measures, or lack of indication of orientation of temples on 
many of the plans presented.  While the overall results were praised, such detailed criticisms 
were jarring.109 

Criticism also came at a 1985 meeting of the Smithsonian Institution’s reviewing council. 
 The funding agency’s concern led to engaging an outside reviewer to go to Varanasi and 
evaluate the Center as a whole and its projects in particular.  The result was a highly favorable 
report that boosted the morale at the Center and vindicated the direction the EITA was taking.  
The Committee on Art and Archaeology set up an Editorial Board under Michael Meister to 
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handle criticisms and make sure the EITA made steady progress.  Meister was joined on this 
Board by Joanna Williams and Walter Spink, both veterans of the CAA.110 

In 1988 questions were raised in the Lok Sabha about the AIIS in general and about the 
EITA in particular.111  In the end, however, nothing came of these questions. 

The years 1989-90 proved to be critical in the life of the EITA project.  Since 1983 three 
very substantial parts (each consisting of two separately bound parts: text and plates) had been 
published, and a fourth large one was at the printers.  These four accounted for 80 of the 
projected 157 chapters; in other words, half of the whole estimated project was in final form.  
Five parts (consisting of 77 chapters) plus three parts (consisting of two annotated and illustrated 
glossaries and an overall index) remained to be completed, and much of the photo-
documentation and drawings had been done.  In many cases all that remained was the actual 
writing.  However, some 30 chapters in these five parts were assigned to one person, and 
apparently over 30 more chapters remained even to be assigned. 

Things came to a head in the Fall of 1989 when the AIIS Executive Committee held 
extensive discussions on the EITA.  While CAA Chair Susan Huntington could not be there to 
explain, or perhaps defend, the progress of the project, Director Mehendiratta, who was in 
attendance, urged a realistic assessment of the project and told of staffing problems because of 
retirement of some key contributors and the death of one particularly important scholar, H. 
Sarkar.  The Director reminded the Executive Committee that in 1981 the Government of India 
had requested a detailed plan of the project and that that plan had estimated the whole project 
would be completed by 1986.  He felt that the GOI might use the existence of that plan to force 
the direction of allocations of rupees under impending new bi-national agreements, in other 
words, to decrease or cut off rupees at the source, the U.S.-India Fund (see discussion of funding 
in Chapter VII). 

Committee members then reviewed a variety of options such as: re-assigning chapters, 
giving pay on completion of chapters rather than as salaries, winding down the project, and 
stopping it altogether.  The upshot of the discussions was a resolution instructing 

...the Art and Archaeology Committee by April 1990 to  
provide a plan, with names of projected authors, for  
completion of the project in a timely fashion. 

 
The Committee deemed this urgent in terms of both  

 
the duration and financing of the project.112 

 
Responding to these criticisms and to the Committee’s request, the General Editor, 

Michael Meister, submitted a detailed report on the EITA to the Institute’s Executive Committee 
on 4 April 1990 in which he summarized the accomplishments of the project to date, along with 
its staffing needs and scheduling problems. 

Meister was particularly concerned with staffing considerations.  He told the Committee 
that as of April 1990 the production of the Encyclopedia depended on just a few persons: one 
senior scholar (M. A. Dhaky) in Banaras, with one research assistant, supported by photographic 
staff and draftsmen.  In addition, the Editor -- Meister himself -- was in Philadelphia with one 
student assistant.  With a large number of chapters assigned to outside scholars and presumably 
being submitted to Banaras for editing and layout, this was an inadequate staffing level if faster 
progress were to be made.  Dhaky was central to the project.  He had, after all, drawn up the 
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original conceptual framework in the 1960s and overseen its development since then.  It was 
hoped that some younger scholars could be found whose research and writing Dhaky could 
direct in order to accelerate the project.  Dhaky’s presence at the helm in Banaras was seen to be 
crucial.  If, for whatever reason in a misguided effort to prod him to greater and faster 
productivity, his services as guiding force were lost, that 

 
...would be a form of scholarly suicide, 

 
according to Joanna Williams, member of thee Editorial Board.113  Meister suggested seeking out 
younger American scholars and giving 

 
them the resources to carry their research forward in directions 
appropriate to the Encyclopedia, [this would] build and reinforce 
the scholarly field as well as consolidate some of the contribution 
to scholarship that the Encyclopedia already represents.114 

 
At the fall Executive Committee meeting on 6-7 October 1990 the EITA was further 

discussed at length on the basis of Meister’s April report.  It was agreed that the organizational 
structure was complex, as was the distribution of responsibility (including the General Editor in 
Philadelphia, the Coordinator in Varanasi, the AIIS Director in New Delhi, the Committee on 
Art and Archaeology, AIIS officers, and the publishers).  Members of the Executive Committee 
expressed concern at the continuing slow pace of the project.  One member noted, “...we may be 
at a fork in the road,” while another suggested that the project should be suspended, wound 
down, or even terminated.  Countering this pessimistic if not hostile view, others underscored the 
major stake the Institute as a whole had in seeing the project through to completion and urged 
the CAA to take a fresh look at the overall situation.  The Executive Committee voted to have 
Michael Meister continue as Series Editor and be invited to work with the CAA as a consultant 
or in whatever capacity he and the committee deemed most useful.115 

In 1991, soon after that meeting fraught with urgency, the Committee on Art and 
Archaeology received the bad news that, after a decade of financial support, the National 
Endowment for the Humanities had decided not to re-fund the U.S. part of the project.  As a 
result, Michael Meister reported that without NEH funding he no longer wished to edit future 
individual volumes.  As Catherine Asher told the Executive Committee, 

 
Because of immense expenses (postage, the purchase of a high-
powered computer compatible with that in Benares, xeroxing, 
etc.), it is very unlikely that any American will take on the position 
of editor without outside funding.116 

 
Thus Dhaky was asked to produce two more volumes on his own. 
  
    (e) Publication of the Encyclopedia 

Progress continued to be made, and by 1991 two parts of both Volume I and Volume II 
had appeared -- each part composed of two separate bindings, namely Text and Plates.  This 
meant that by the end of 1991 eight separate books had been impressively printed in Bombay.  A 
very long (15 pages) and very favorable review of Volume I, Parts 1 and 2, by the distinguished 
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editor of Lalit Kala was entitled, “An Outstanding Achievement: the Encyclopedia of Indian 
Temple Architecture.”117 

By 1995 the CAA Chair, Catherine Asher, reported that Volume I, Part 3 was in the 
press, that the entire text of Volume II, Part 3 was virtually completed, and that George Michell, 
a specialist on Vijayanagara and a highly competent scholar “known for his track record in 
completing projects” was writing much of Volume II, Part 4.  Thus as Asher put it, 

 
...ten more “bindings” are in the pipeline as of March 1995.118 

 
On an optimistic note, and in a spirit of scholarly cooperation, in 1994 the Indira Gandhi 

National Centre for the Arts in New Delhi announced that it planned to contribute Rs. 600,000 
towards the publication costs of Volume I, Part 3 and Volume II, Part 3, in effect becoming co-
publisher with the AIIS of these four bindings. 

The following list shows the subject matter of each of the twelve projected Parts of the 
two-Volume work as envisioned in 1995.  Each Part was to consist of two sub-parts separately 
bound, that is Text and Plates. 

 
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF INDIAN TEMPLE ARCHITECTURE 

 
VOLUME I - SOUTH INDIAN TEMPLES 

 
Part 1 - South India: Lower Dravidadesa 
Part 2 - South India: Upper Dravidadesa 
Part 3 - Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh 

Part 4 - Vijayanagara and Nayakas: Late Medieval 
Part 5 - Glossary: Annotated and Illustrated 

 
ENCYCLOPEDIA OF INDIAN TEMPLE ARCHITECTURE 

 
VOLUME II - NORTH INDIAN TEMPLES 

 
Part 1 - Foundations of North Indian Style 

Part 2 - Period of Early Maturity 
Part 3 - Beginning of Medieval Idiom 

Part 4 - High Medieval Period and After 
Part 5 - Late Medieval Period 

Part 6 - Glossary: Annotated and Illustrated 
Part 7 - Index 

 
   iii. Gazetteer of Archeological Sites and Monuments 

When official word came in April 1978 that the Government of India had finally 
recognized the Academy / Center merger, the way was open for the AIIS’ Varanasi Center on 
Art and Archaeology to take up new activities.  With GOI permission, the Center now embarked 
on a second major research project.  This involved taking over a Gazetteer project that, until then 
had been carried out by an individual scholar.  The Institute’s new project was the compilation of 
a Gazetteer of Indian archaeology with the goal of listing state-by-state the pertinent data for 
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every archaeological site in India.  Emerging out of the Academy / Center’s needs for identifying 
the exact location of monuments in connection with its photo-documentation project, the 
Gazetteer project came on the heels of the AIIS publication in 1978 of the Site Index to 
Archaeological Survey of India Circle Reports (compiled by Ratan P. Hingorani; full citation 
given in Appendix).  Given the enormous amount of data accumulated at the Center in support of 
the Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture, this was a propitious moment to begin to mine 
this information, organize it in many ways, and prepare it for publication, perhaps in 
computerized form. 

Accordingly, in 1978 the Center appointed Marcia Fentress (University of California-
Berkeley), an AIIS Faculty Research Fellow funded by the Smithsonian, as Coordinator of 
Documentation with a special mandate to commence “the gazetteer and data system for 
archaeological sites in India, - the subject of her Fellowship award.” 

By the end of 1980 Fentress had completed work on the states of Bihar and Uttar 
Pradesh.  During the first part of the project all the data collected had been prepared for 
computer access in collaboration with computer-programmers at the Tata Institute of 
Fundamental Research in Bombay.119  In this connection, in January 1982 the Bi-National 
Committee for the Center questioned the use of the Tata Institute over and against such local 
facilities as were available at Banaras Hindu University and the Kanpur Indian Institute of 
Technology. The Committee was told that, after inquiry, BHU’s computer proved to be 
unsuitable to the kind of data being processed and IIT at Kanpur had not responded formally.  
Besides, the Committee was reminded, the Tata Institute had had experience in processing 
archaeological data.  So it was to them that the Center took its work.120 

When Fentress finished working on data for Bihar and Uttar Pradesh and returned to the 
U.S. in 1980, applications for her successor were solicited in nationally-placed advertisements 
and announcements in America.  These turned up Doris Chatham (University of Washington, 
Bellingham) who went to India to begin work on two more states, Maharashtra and Gujarat.  In a 
lengthy report for the period July 1981 to June 1982, Chatham described how she collected data: 
through abstracting excavation reports from articles in professional journals, from unpublished 
dissertations (particularly from Deccan College, Pune, which had the most active archaeological 
program in India), and from the many ASI publications.  She then had to identify the locations 
mentioned.  This was often a difficult task since many reports, even in the much-used journal, 
Indian Archaeology - A Review that covered a large number of sites, often failed to locate the 
sites precisely.  Chatham proceeded to lay out her long-range objective: 

 
Since one of the most useful functions of the computerized data-
base should be to aid the making of distribution maps, and the 
compilation and organization of the data so as to present a picture 
of the relationships between sites and areas, it is essential that 
those sites be accurately identified.  The problem of doing this for 
thousands of sites without consultation with each of the hundreds 
of explorers who have left out this information in their reports is 
formidable.  The problem is complicated by the fact that not only 
do many villages have several names each, but many villages, 
sometimes several within the same taluka, share identical names.  
Through a study of the context of the report and the use of Survey 
of India maps, I have been rather successful in accomplishing this 
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detective work.  The ideal would be to find geo-coordinates for 
every reported site, and this is a goal toward which we work.121 

 
Chatham left India at the end of May 1982 but returned in September to continue work 

on the Maharashtra and Gujarat portion of the Gazetteer project with expectations of completion 
in May 1983.  Possehl’s report in 1982-84 noted that the Gazetteer project had been completed 
for the states of UP, Bihar, Maharashtra and Gujarat, and that the computerized data-base was 
located at the Tata Institute in Bombay.122   

At that time the AIIS Director in New Delhi began to search for 
 
...a suitably trained Ph.D. level Indian research scholar to continue 
this project 

 
and to establish computer facilities in Varanasi 

 
...to eliminate our long distance relationship with the Tata 
Institute.123 

 
However, while it was true that the Gazetteer project “was completed,” that was for only 

four states; the overall goal, stated at the outset, was to cover the whole of India. 
In 1986 the Center brought Aparna Sengupta as a temporary employee to undertake a 

three-month evaluation of the whole project.  After that period she reported that the job was an 
immense one, even for compilation of the four existing parts, i.e., Bihar, UP, Maharashtra, and 
Gujarat.  To expedite matters, Sengupta was sent to Gujarat to familiarize herself with the 
computer being used at the Rojdi archaeological site where Possehl was co-director.  Shortly 
thereafter the Center brought this computer to Varanasi, since it was no longer needed at Rojdi, 
and planned to hire a computer operator to enter on it data already prepared.124  

Further evaluation of the whole project continued into 1987 “aimed solely at bringing the 
previously collected materials to fruition so that they can be used by scholars and so that the 
resources and energies already expended on the project will be fruitfully utilized.”  Quite a bit of 
work remained to be done, namely: 

 
1. Collating and standardizing the materials collected by the two Principal 

Researchers for the project. 
2. Verifying the accuracy of the materials already collected. 
3. Making corrections to previously collected materials. 
4. Filling in gaps in previously collected materials. 
5. Exploring formats that would allow publication of the materials previously 

collected. 
 
The plan laid out in 1987 was 

 
...to go ahead and enter all the collected data into a computer, 
which would then be used to generate the printed text of the 
Gazetteer volumes.  A master data-base would be maintained for 
the use of the scholars who wish to manipulate the data beyond the 
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format selected for the printed volumes.  In short, the present goal 
of the Art and Archaeology Committee is to bring to fruition the 
extraordinarily valuable materials that have already been prepared 
for the Gazetteer project.125 

 
By the Fall of 1989 Huntington reported that: 

 
Three sections of the Gazetteer are ready for publication (Uttar 
Pradesh, Maharashtra, and Gujarat); the fourth (Bihar) is still being 
completed.  Press copy will be generated from the computer and 
the volumes will be published in an inexpensive format that can be 
further updated in the future.  A small number of copies (perhaps 
fifty) will be published; future copies can be published on demand. 
 It is expected that the three volumes will appear in spring 1990.  
(In addition, in keeping with the original scheme of the project, 
computer discs/tapes of all data will be made available to scholars 
upon requests.)126 

 
The next Chair of the CAA, Catherine Asher, sent a memo to the Executive Committee 

on 8 March 1991 stating: 
 
This fiscal year we will conclude the Gazetteer Project.  
Publication will be from disk and on demand.  Ms. Sengupta, in 
charge of the project, has been notified that funds for this will 
cease in July 1991. 

 
Final reference to the Gazetteer appeared at the end of 1990.  In her report on the Center 

Catherine Asher wrote: 
 
The Gazetteer of Indian Archaeological Sites and Ancient 
Monuments, a computer-based bibliographic project, was 
completed in July 1991.  It constitutes a thorough bibliographic 
survey of all published sites yielding artistic and archaeological 
remains in four Indian states, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Gujarat and 
Maharashtra.  Individual hard-copy volumes can be generated for 
each state, and discs of the data will be provided on request.127 

 
Thus the Center’s second major research project came to an end (before the end of the 

first one), victim more to financial exigencies than to lack of scholarly or technical capacity of 
the Center.  The archival and documentary resources remained available at the Center, as did the 
computer hardware and know-how and most of the research modus operandi so carefully 
developed. So presumably, in due course, if financial resources should once again permit, work 
could be taken up on the sites and monuments in the large number of Indian states remaining to 
be covered. 
 

e. AAB / CAA Publications 
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Both the Academy and the Center laid great emphasis on publishing the results of their 
research projects, seminars, and conferences.  In passing we may recall that Government of India 
approval was required for Center publications as well as for all AIIS publications.  Some twenty 
of the sixty titles published since 1965 and 1997 and associated in some way or another with the 
AIIS had art history and archaeology as their subject matter.  This did not count the individual 
“volumes,” or bindings as they were referred to, of the Encyclopedia, nor the two Gazetteer 
“volumes” available on demand from the computer disks.  It should be noted that the seven titles 
resulting from archaeological research carried out with Smithsonian funding but administered by 
the AIIS did not emanate from Center activities.  Nor did the four titles produced by 1997 from 
the Vijayanagara Group Project.  But taken altogether, art and archaeology displayed far greater 
productivity -- measured in publications -- in AIIS circles than did any other disciplines. 

While the receipts from sales of these publications were plowed back into the revolving 
fund, subventions for the books pertaining to these disciplines amounted to far more than for 
materials from any other discipline.  So questions about balance with the overall AIIS 
constituency were perhaps not out of order. 

Titles of the books that came out of Academy / Center activities are listed, with full 
bibliographic information, in the appendix.  The Academy’s attempt to start a journal did not go 
beyond the first issue, namely the Bulletin of the American Academy of Benares, Number 1, 
published in 1968 and based on research work done at the Academy or by scholars associated 
with it. 

 
f. AAB / CAA Communications 

    i. Lectures, Workshops, Seminars, and Conferences 
When the American Academy of Benares was being organized, Pramod Chandra 

explained to the delegates to the 1964 International Conference, “...that it was the intention of 
the proposed institute to hold periodic seminars and workshops that would lead to an intensive 
interchange of information and knowledge between American and other scholars.”  One 
participant recalled the great success of a seminar on Indian art that the Lalit Kala Akademi had 
held in Banaras in 1962 and suggested that that event could be taken as a model.  Pramod 
Chandra also envisaged a program of exhibitions of art drawn from overseas as well as South 
Asia, and Moti Chandra suggested that exhibits could well be held in conjunction with 
seminars.128 

Beginning in 1966, shortly after the establishment of the AAB, a number of seminars and 
conferences were held under Academy / Center auspices, but no major art exhibits were put on 
along with those meetings. 

The first conference put on by the Academy was held on 3 April 1966 and addressed the 
“Present Need of Indian Art and Archaeology.” (Details on this meeting were presented in VI. C. 
4. b.)  In 1967 the Academy hosted three events: 

 
 Seminar on the Kushana Sculpture of Mathura, 2-4 September 
 International Seminar on Indian Temple Architecture, 17-21 November 
 Workshop on Mughal Painting, 7-9 December 
 
In addition, within its first two years the Academy presented a number of lectures by 

distinguished scholars.  Such lectures continued to be presented in later years under the Center.  
After this initial burst of conferences and seminars devoted to art history, no more were 
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held for over a decade.  While part of the reason came from the legal predicament of the 
Academy and its relationship to the AIIS’ Center, it partly came from the Government of India’s 
restrictions in the 1970s on activities by foreign-financed organizations.  Also, as W. Norman 
Brown noted in 1969 in relation to the AIIS as a whole: 

 
Another of the Institute’s not fully fulfilled hopes concerns 
Seminars and Conferences.  There have been a number of these, 
but not as many as would possibly have been worthwhile.  The 
reason has been partly inadequate funds, but also partly lack of 
proposals for such Seminars and Conferences.  Fellows have 
generally been too busy with their own research to interrupt it for 
group conferences, while the administration of the Institute has 
been reluctant to try to set up conferences without initiative and 
planning on the part of the Fellows.129 

 
After 1978, with GOI recognition gained and general restrictions on foreign 

organizations lifted, the AIIS Committee on Art and Archaeology decided to make up for lost 
time.  It planned three major international seminars for 1979-80 to be held under the auspices of 
the refurbished and reinvigorated Center in Ramnagar.  According to Frederick Asher, the 
Committee Chair, these would be 

 
...the first held at the Center [sic: “Mathura” was held in New 
Delhi] in a decade,130 

 
or indeed at the erstwhile Academy. 

 
Thus, 

 
...pursuant to the permission received from the Government of 
India to organize seminars and conferences, the Institute organized 
the following Seminars:131 

 
 The International Seminar on Harappan Civilization in the Indian Subcontinent.  This 
was held in June 1979, led by Gregory Possehl, and attracted over sixty scholars from all over 
the world. 
 The International Seminar on Indian Epigraphy and its Bearing on Art History.  Frederick 
Asher led this in December 1979, and some fifty scholars participated. 
 The International Seminar on Ancient Culture of Mathura.  This was held in New Delhi, 
7-15 January 1980, was organized by Doris Srinivasan (George Mason University), and attracted 
some seventy scholars. 

The proceedings of each of these seminars came out in published form in 1982, 1985, and 
1989 respectively. 

Another major conference held at the Center was in December 1989 when Catherine 
Asher and Thomas Metcalf (historian, University of California-Berkeley) joined to organize a 
seminar on “Perceptions of India’s Past from Ancient to Modern Times.”  This international 
gathering of scholars from India, Pakistan, Europe and America was designed to be 
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interdisciplinary in nature and featured papers on art history, archaeology, history, literature and 
religion.  Its proceedings were published in 1994 as Perceptions of South Asia’s Visual Past. 

In 1990 before the era of financial insecurity set in with its down-sizing and inevitable 
review of the Center’s place in the overall AIIS context, Michael Meister suggested -- 
optimistically but perhaps wistfully -- that: 

 
...a small workshop, much on the lines of those in 1967 that led to 
the setting up of the Encyclopedia project, could be planned at the 
Center for a couple of years from now entitled “Studying the 
Hindu Temple: New Directions.”  This in part could publicly mark 
the accomplishment of the Institute in sponsoring this significant 
project and could explore the many other ways and methodologies 
by which temples can currently be approached.132 

 
 By 1997 more than a “couple of years” had gone by, and the EITA had not yet been 
completed.  Perhaps such a workshop might be held in the hoped-for brighter future when the 
EITA project will have been brought to a successful conclusion. 

Historians of the art of India, along with archaeologists, appeared to have been more 
active than any other group of scholars within the AIIS in holding impressive conferences and 
bringing out publications under AIIS auspices.  Three reasons for this may be adduced.  First, the 
existence of the Varanasi Center provided appropriate physical space for such gatherings.  
Second, the funding agencies (especially Smithsonian) were receptive to proposals strenuously 
advocated by scholars in a field that the agencies had long supported.  Third, art and archaeology 
tended to be less controversial or politically sensitive to the eyes of the GOI than some other 
disciplines; so it was relatively easy to obtain the requisite permissions. 
    
   ii. Public Service 

(a) Visitors 
At the outset the American Academy of Benares had determined that it would welcome 

Banaras Hindu University students and other scholars to its premises in the Rewa Palace.  The 
Academy wished to share its developing library and photographic resources with all who would 
profit from using them; so it freely publicized the existence of these facilities.  The move of 
these facilities across the Ganges to Ramnagar made them less convenient for visitors.  Even 
after the initial refurbishing of the Court House, the reading areas were inadequate.  Gradually, 
however, the reading areas were expanded and improved.  More reading tables and chairs were 
set up, and the stacks and card catalog were made more accessible.  This reading room was soon 
filled, and the collections were extensively used. 

By 1980 the AIIS decided to offer a modest program of financial aid for Indian scholars 
who came from a distance to consult the Center’s library and archives.  In 1981, for example, it 
was possible to offer small stipends to three Indian senior scholars as well as to three Ph.D. 
students to defray the cost of travel and living expenses in Banaras.  The Indian members of the 
Bi-National Committee were invited to select applicants for these stipends.133  

A 1985-86 report on Center activities showed that between July 1985 and January 1986 
there were 1,143 scholarly visits to the Center.  This represented 1,005 Indian and 138 foreign 
scholars during a six-month period.  In a similar period in 1990, 980 visits were recorded, of 
which 927 were by Indian and 53 by foreign scholars.  This amounted to some 2,000 visits in a 
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year.  Just five years later -- in 1994-95 -- the Committee Chair reported that the Center received 
an average of 5,000 visits per year. 

  
  (b) Complimentary Photographs for Scholars 

It had been the practice of the Center to provide scholars with complimentary copies of 
photos and slides if they could demonstrate they needed them for publications and dissertations.  
This service -- seen as a gesture of goodwill -- amounted to supplying 6,000 photographs and 18 
slides to eighty-nine scholars between July 1985 and January 1986.  That worked out to be an 
average of 68 photos per scholar.  The majority of these were reported to be for illustrating Ph.D. 
dissertations.134  In 1993 the Committee Chair, Catherine Asher, stated that the policy was to 
provide up to thirty prints free of charge, but in 1994 she said, 

 
...that the Center continues to make available up to fifty 
photographic prints for use by scholars 

 
without any fee and that this practice 

 
...has proven to be a research boon to many... 

 
who might not otherwise have been able to afford them.  All the Center required was that the 
Center and the AIIS be properly cited as the source.135 
    
    (c) Image of the Center: Within AIIS; Within India 

In 1989 the AIIS discussed the effect of the position of the budgets of both the Varanasi 
Center and the Ethnomusicology Center on the AIIS as a whole.  The attention of members was 
drawn to the dramatic expansion over the years of both Centers as reflected in the size of their 
budgets relative to the overall AIIS budget.  While the CAA’s budget was drawn up 
independently with the Smithsonian Institution and other agencies, its funds did not come out of 
the general AIIS pot.  Yet the Committee was concerned to prevent an overly large Center 
budget from adversely affecting the Institute’s capacity in the future to maintain the primary 
functions of the Institute, namely the granting and administering of Fellowships.136  The tail-
wagging-the-dog syndrome was to haunt both proponents and detractors of the Research Centers 
for still some time. 

The image of the Center within the Institute in general, and its Board of Trustees in 
particular, had been a concern of the Committee on Art and Archaeology.  The Committee felt 
that the Center’s image in India would do much to enhance the general status of the Institute. 

In her various reports CAA Chair Catherine Asher pointed out that the Varanasi Center 
 
...gives the Institute a high profile with a very positive public 
image in India.137 

 
For example, she explained that 

 
Frequently when [Indian] politicians and bureaucrats question 
what the Institute does for India, one of the most palpable and 
obvious contributions is the on-going work of the Center. The 
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goodwill and aid to Indian scholarship generated by opening the 
Center’s facilities to students and scholars, and by providing prints 
free of charge to selected scholars is a most important factor that 
redounds to the credit of the American Institute of Indian 
Studies.138 

 
Frederick Asher, AIIS President in 1995, underscored the importance of [both] the Research 
Centers in terms of their serving a large research community in India.  As he put it: 

 
When people ask what the Institute does for Indians, we can point 
proudly to the Research Centers, which are used more by our 
Indian colleagues than by American scholars in India.  The 
Minister for External Affairs, Pranab Mukherjee, for example was 
made aware of the Institute through the Centre for Art and 
Architecture [sic].  He praised the Institute in Ramnagar, and the 
Encyclopedia.  As we think about fundraising, centers are 
important assets.139 
  
  (d) Future of the Center 

During the closing years of Joseph Elder’s presidency, the decision was made to construct an 
AIIIS building in Gurgaon and to move the Center for Art and Archaeology from Ramnagar to 
Gurgaon.  In the setting of an industrial park the Center would lack the ambiance of the 
Ramnagar Court House on the Maharaja of Banaras’ estate, and its location might prove to be 
inconvenient, if not inaccessible, to a large number of students and visiting scholars who had 
gotten used to the Center’s proximity to Banaras Hindu University.  Only time would tell. 
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Illustration 22 
The AIIS Building in Gurgaon, Haryana. 
Home for the Center for Art and Archaeology and the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology 
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 Just as an increase in American interest in Indian art history began in the late 1950s and 
1960s, leading to the need for an institutional base for American art historians in India, so too 
did greater accessibility to the Indian scene through AIIS, Fulbright and other grants began to 
open up the field of Indian music to western students.  Ravi Shankar and other performers made 
triumphal tours of the U.S., and technological innovations in the form of increasingly good 
records, tapes, and cassettes brought more and more types of South Asian music to the attention 
of American scholars as well as to the general public. 
 Centers for the serious study of Indian music arose in half-a-dozen universities, and 
students began to do field research with the aid of AIIS fellowships.  Major centers of study 
developed at Wesleyan (Connecticut), Pennsylvania, Cal-Berkeley, University of California 
(UCLA), University of Washington, and the University of Illinois.  Between 1964 and 1979 -- 
the year that the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) was organized -- 
twenty-four of the first twenty-six AIIS fellowships in the Performing Arts were in music; and of 
these five described their discipline as “Ethnomusicology.”  Gradually scholars began to see 
where music overlapped with anthropology, literature, art, and religion, not to mention the other 
performing arts.  At the outset scholars researched the several styles of India’s classical music 
but soon became interested in different genres such as folk, popular, and film music. 
 
  a. Ethnomusicology as a Discipline 
 The late 19th century in Europe saw the beginnings of the scientific study of music; and 
one branch was called “musicology.”  This field took on the “…task of comparison of the sound 
products, especially the folksongs of different peoples, lands and territories for the purposes of 
ethnographic ends.”  Thus distinguished from the study of western classical music, the new field 
became known as “comparative musicology.”  The invention of the gramophone in 1877 
permitted repetition of musical performances and the development of a system to measure pitch 
and intervals.  This new field attracted a number of anthropologists engaged in studying native 
Americans, and these scholars began to use the early mechanical instruments to record native 
American songs throughout North America.  The early-model Edison phonographs and 
recording cylinders, with some improvement over time, continued to be used in field work until 
the revolutionary development of the tape recorder in the early 1950s. 
 As the New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians tells us: 

 
Ethnomusicology as a discipline may have risen after World War 
II from the ashes of comparative musicology, but other new, 
dynamic developments possibly played a greater role in its rebirth. 
 For scholars of the Western industrialized nations, remote parts of 
the world had become more swiftly accessible; and sound 
recording, even filming, soon became vastly improved and far less 
costly than before. At this time some musicologists lost patience 
with their bondage to a historical study of Western art music, 
based on written notes.  At the same time, some anthropologists 
felt the urge to study music as fully as possible in the context of its 
life in society, and as a process not cut-and-dried, but ever-
changing.  The Society for Ethnomusicology founded in 1955, 
provided a chance for such interests to be discussed, and shared 
with others with its journal Ethnomusicology.1  
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Clearly then, at its foundation, ethnomusicology brought together two disciplines: anthropology 
and music.  Described as “…the study of music in culture,” the term itself first appeared in 1950 
in a book published in Amesterdam.2  

As a substitute for “comparative musicology,” the study covered at that 
time “…living music (and musical instruments and dance) of oral tradition, 
outside the limits of urban European art music.” 

The study included three principal subjects: 1) tribal music; 2) “the orally transmitted 
music of the high cultures of Asia (of the court and high priests and upper strata of society…”); 
and 3) folk music.  These were the subjects that Arnold Baké had investigated throughout his 
distinguished career, so in a sense he was an ethnomusicologist even before the discipline was 
named. 

 
2. From Sanskrit-cum Music to Ethnomusicology: Arnold A. Baké, Exemplar 

 India’s exceedingly complex musical culture was an ongoing part of its oral and literary 
tradition for some 2,000 years.  Texts abound on the recitation and styles of chanting of the 
Vedas, with the most well-known being of the various styles of the Samveda tradition.  Early 
bardic renditions of the epics and puranas with their legends enacted and sung on a stage were 
described and prescribed in such texts as the Natyasastra [possibly as early as the first 
millennium C. E.].  Following this Sanskrit work, many treatises on drama and music were 
written over the centuries.  India’s classical music developed an elaborate theory and literature, 
but over the years its actual transmission in performance was more by memory than by written 
notation.  Both melody and rhythm – the two principle ingredients in Indian classical music -- 
were produced within a set of possibilities and through a primarily oral tradition with 
improvisation in performance.3   
 European and particularly British writings on Indian music were quite limited until 
recently.  Some of the few on the subject from the days of the Raj were notably: Sir William 
Jones’ On the Musical Modes of the Hindoos (1794), Charles Day’s The Music and Musical 
Instruments of Southern India (1891) and the most influential and path-breaking The Music of 
Hindostan by A. H. Fox Strangways published in 1914. 
 A substantially new and wide-ranging Western insight into Indian music, beginning in 
the mid-1920s, stemmed from the studies, extensive field work, performance, and long residence 
in India of the Dutch scholar Arnold Adriaan Baké (1899-1963). 
 In 1918 Arnold Baké entered the University of Leiden with a Dutch government 
scholarship to train for a position in the Dutch East Indies working on the Linguistic Survey of 
Indonesia.  This seven-year course included Sanskrit and Arabic as well as several other 
languages.  At Leiden Baké’s Sanskrit professor was J. Ph. Vogel who went on to establish the 
Kern Institute.  For budgetary reasons the Dutch government curtailed this program; so Baké 
switched to the University of Utrecht in 1923 where he continued his work on Sanskrit.  With the 
encouragement of his professor W. Caland, he combined this with ongoing studies of music.  In 
fact, Caland suggested that Baké translate a Sanskrit treatise on music for his dissertation.  By 
then Baké had become an accomplished vocalist of Western music.  Now he was about to delve 
into Indian musical theory.4  Arnold Baké met Rabindranath Tagore in Leiden on one of the 
poet’s visits to Europe and felt attracted to Tagore’s holistic vision of the arts as practiced in the 
international university he had established in 1922 in Shantiniketan, Bengal, some one hundred 
miles northwest of Calcutta.  Baké determined to go to Shantiniketan to write his dissertation.  In 
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preparation he learned Bengali and persuaded his fiancée to do the same, which she did at 
SOAS. After they were married in 1925, they set off for Shantiniketan.5  There Baké planned to 
translate an 18th century Sanskrit treatise on music and to immerse himself in the activities of the 
School of Music and Dance and Bengali culture in general, all with the personal encouragement 
of Tagore himself.  In addition to his work on classical music theory, Baké was introduced to a 
wide variety of Indian musics -- folk, tribal, devotional -- at performances Tangore sponsored at 
Shantiniketan. From time to time Baké visited cultural sites further afield in India. 
 In 1927 Tagore invited the Bakés to join him on a visit to Java and Bali.  In fact, with his 
Dutch contacts Baké went ahead to prepare for Tagore’s visit.  Since his early training in 
preparation or service in the Dutch East Indies, this was the first time Baké had actually set foot 
in what some Indian scholars had begun to term “Greater India.”  By now, however, any of 
Baké’s early plans to work in Indonesia were firmly supplanted by immersion in studies of India 
in India.  The first years of these studies he owed to the benevolence of Rabindranath Tagore. 
 In 1929, after completing his Sanskrit translation of the Sangitadarpana (“Mirror of 
Music”), Baké returned to Holland to submit his dissertation and to receive his doctorate in 
1930. In addition to his literary studies and field research (at first primarily in Bengal),  Baké, 
who was already an accomplished singer of Western classical music, had ventured into singing 
Indian music, particularly Tagore’s own songs.  During 1930-31 Baké impressed many European 
scholars of India, among the J. Ph. Vogel and Sylvain Lévi, by his vocal performing ability and 
his field research results.  As a consequence, he received a grant from the Kern Institute in 
Leiden (founded by his first Sanskrit teacher -- Vogel).  He returned to India for further research 
and documentation on the performing arts.  This time he was armed with some relatively 
rudimentary and definitely cumbersome recording and filming equipment of the time. 
 Between 1931 and 1934 Baké and his wife traveled widely, recording and filming 
performances of music and dance never before collected.  One of the first tours they made was to 
Nepal, then a country closed to foreigner except those connected with the British Residency.  
One foreigner who gained permission to enter was Sylvain Lévi, who personally requested the 
Maharaja to permit Baké to come for scholarly research. As a courtesy to Lévi, Baké was given a 
permit to enter for twelve days but was ultimately allowed to stay four months.  During that 
period he recorded and filmed religious musical rituals (both Buddhist and Hindu) in what was a 
reclusive society.  Another feat in 1932 was Baké’s recording of Vedic chanting and especially 
of the Samveda in South India.  While some of this was recorded years earlier by Fox 
Strangways with primitive equipment, Baké managed to record the chanting of some very 
orthodox Nambudiri Brahmans.  

As John Brough wrote in his obituary of Baké, 
 
About the preliminary negotiations he told me very little; but we 
can be sure that the Brahmans were impressed by the warmth and 
charm of his personality, and that they consented to sing for him 
because they recognized intellectual integrity which ensured that 
their sacred music would be used for no trivial purpose. 6  

 
 But Jairazbhoy deflated this achievement somewhat by revealing that Baké had told him 

that 
 
…he actually recorded an excommunicated member of this 
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community.7  
 
After this, Baké spent three years in Europe and America where he lectured, gave recitals and 
discussed musicology with authorities on native Americans.  He then returned to India as a 
Senior Research Fellow of Brasenose College, Oxford.  During 1937-39 Baké toured the 
subcontinent extensively, this time with the luxury of his own station wagon and greatly 
improved recording equipment.  He and his wife spent fourteen months going from Ceylon in the 
south to Ladakh in the far northwest.  As luck would have it, a piece of his equipment failed and 
was sent to its maker in Germany for repair.  As it was returning in September 1939, World War 
II broke out, and the ship it was on could not make it back to India.  Baké was never to see the 
recording device again. 
 Baké remained in India all through World War II working mostly as an adviser to All-
India Radio in Calcutta.  Back in Bengal he had the opportunity to delve even more deeply into 
the music of its Vaisnava devotional cults.  Having heard this music in the past as an observer, 
he now learned the singing of kirtans from a master.  After a year or so Baké was actually asked 
to take the solo part in a sacred performance at Brindaban, the very center of Krishna worship.  
As Brough put it 

 
…this was an astounding virtuosity, an achievement quite 
extraordinary…the like had never before been accomplished by a 
European…and it is hard to believe that another European will 
ever in the future be able even to approximate this 
accomplishment.8   

 
 By the time Baké returned to Europe in 1946, he had studied, performed, and written on a 
wide variety of Indian music and had filmed dance and other performing arts all over the 
subcontinent.  On his appearances he sometimes presented recitals of Indian singing.  One given 
at Cambridge in 1948 with some SOAS (London School of Oriental and African Studies) 
scholars in attendance led the SOAS later that year to offer him an appointment as Lecturer in 
Sanskrit with special reference to Indian music.  Very soon he was promoted to Reader. 
 Baké taught at the London School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS) until October 
1963.  He died from injuries suffered a few years earlier in a traffic accident in Leiden.  His was 
a hard act to follow, but in Brough’s words 

 
…there were some among his students who would, in due course, 
carry the succession in this branch of scholarship.9  

 
That his status was seen in terms of the traditional guru-shisya parampara [the teacher-student 
relationship] would have pleased Arnold Baké despite his well-known modesty.  He knew the 
meaning and value of such a relationship, having himself found a guru for singing in India.  At 
the time of his death, Baké had just been named chair of the Committee for Ethnomusicology of 
the Royal Anthropological Institute of which he was a founding member. 
  
 3. In Baké’s Footsteps: Nazir Jairazbhoy as Ethnomusicologist 
 Ethnomusicology became a recognized discipline in the U.S., Canada, and France 
somewhat earlier than it did in Great Britain, thus it did not get established in India until later 
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because India followed the British educational structure.10  Baké’s research and collecting 
exploits undoubtedly spurred the growth of ethnomusicology in India since he had become an 
important force teaching Sanskrit and music at the London School of Oriental and African 
Studies (SOAS) beginning in 1948 and had influenced a number of students.  It was during the 
subsequent decade, from 1956 to 1962, that Nazir Jairazbhoy did his graduate work at SOAS and 
worked as Baké’s assistant during Baké’s final years there; so he had had ample opportunity to 
get to know and admire Baké.  As a lecturer at SOAS from 1962-69 Jairazbhoy followed in 
Baké’s footsteps.11 
 Nazir Ali Jairazbhoy was born in England in 1927 during one of the many trips his 
parents made overseas from their home in Bombay.  Originally from Kutch, his Hindu ancestors 
converted to the Khoja sect of Islam.  The family members were traders and merchants, and with 
the wealth they accumulated they practiced philanthropy of many kinds.  Nazir’s father devoted 
a great deal of his life and fortune to propagating Islam, writing religious books, and founding 
mosques (including one in England) and educational institutions in India.  His mother played the 
sitar and encouraged her children to learn both Western and Indian music.  Since the family was 
both modern and wealthy, the Jairazbhoy sons were sent to boarding school in England, where 
Nazir went in 1939.  Because of the outbreak of World War II, he stayed only three months and 
was brought back to India where he entered the Doon School in Dehra Dun.  During his time 
there Jairazbhoy related that  

 
By a remarkable coincidence, Arnold and Corry [Baké] gave a 
recital at my school [Doon School] in Dehra Dun, probably in 
1941 or 1942.  I have hazy recollections of the occasion, recall 
Arnold singing both Western and Bengali songs, including some 
composed by Rabindranath Tagore.  I also recall meeting him 
briefly and being amazed at his size, as he was at least 6 feet 2 or 
3, and must have weighed over 220 lbs.12   

 
To extend his education and his experience of the rest of the world, in 1946 Jairazbhoy 

went to the University of Washington in Seattle where he tried a number of subjects including 
Architecture and Art.13  He settled for the less demanding Geography in which he received his 
B.A. in 1951.  Back in India he could not find a job in Geography and resumed sitar training.  
After a year or so he returned to Seattle to try Architecture again.  As he recalled, he was “…one 
day in an art gallery attempting to interpret painting on my sitar” when a professor who taught a 
course called “Primitive Music” heard Jairazbhoy and invited him to give some talks on Indian 
music in his class, which stimulated him to do research on music. 

After a while Jairazbhoy returned to South Asia, this time to Pakistan, and continued his 
studies of Indian classical music and sitar with well-known music teachers.  Eventually one of 
his brothers advised him to study with “…the greatest scholar of Indian music, Arnold Baké.”  
So in 1956 Jairazbhoy went back to England, this time to the London School of Oriental and 
African Studies (SOAS). 

As Jairazbhoy said, 
 
[Baké] was exceedingly generous in accepting me as his student 

 
at SOAS, 
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translating Sanskrit treatises for me and discussing various aspects 
of Indian music. 
 

 As a result of a paper Jairazbhoy wrote and published in the Bulletin of the SOAS on the 
basis of his work with Baké, he was appointed Baké’s Research Assistant.  In this job he 
 

…worked with many of [Baké’s] field materials in helping him 
prepare lectures and articles that generally included the locating, 
dubbing and splicing of specific audio and film examples, but also 
sometimes including the preparation of musical transcriptions and 
occasional drawings. 

 
 In 1962 Jairazbhoy was appointed Lecturer in Indian Music at SOAS, becoming Baké’s 
colleague.14  The next year he went on a research trip to India to carry out field work for a book 
that Oxford University Press had commissioned him to write.  To cover many parts of India, 
Jairazbhoy collaborated with J. R. Marr, a specialist on South India.  Jairazbhoy himself was to 
focus on those parts of Central and Eastern India where Baké had not done field work.  The 
whole work was planned to be a comprehensive survey of Indian music -- from Sanskrit treatises 
to the practice of classical, folk, and tribal music in all parts of India.  Sadly, Baké died in 
October 1963, and with his death this major life work could not be completed.  A work 

 
…only he [Baké] could have completed effectively, with his vast 
experience of contemporary Indian performing traditions and 
knowledge of Sanskrit sources.15   

 
 Devastated by this loss, Jairazbhoy vowed to continue his guru’s work both at SOAS and 
in the field.16   
  
 4. Proposals for an Ethnomusicology Center In India 
 After teaching at SOAS until 1969 and while continuing to work on this Ph.D. that he 
eventually obtained there in 1971, Jairazbhoy went to the University of Windsor in Ontario, 
Canada to become Associate Professor of Asian Studies and remained there until 1975.  His 
experience of working with Arnold Baké remained very much alive.  In fact, he was haunted by 
memories of “…seeing his [Baké’s] invaluable documentation of the Indian performing arts 
sitting in a basement in London.”  Accordingly, as he reported: 

 
…I conceived the notion that there was a need for an archive 
located in India where copies of these and other materials held by 
foreign scholars abroad could be housed.  My notions began to 
take shape in 1971 in a lengthy conversation with Professor T. 
Viswanathan at Wesleyan University and I wrote a letter to the 
Indian Government proposing the formation of such an archive and 
offering to find funding to transfer copies of materials held abroad 
to India.  Unfortunately this did not materialize.17   
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 With the rapid development of the field after the formation of the Society for 
Ethnomusicology in 1955, the establishment of courses in Indian music at a number of American 
universities, and grants of AIIS Fellowships to faculty and graduate student, the atmosphere was 
conducive by the mid-1970s to planning some sort of research facility in India to support these 
American interests.18  In 1975 Jairazbhoy moved to UCLA as Professor in the Department of 
Ethnomusicology.  Discussions with colleagues in the U.S. led to further refinement of his early 
thoughts on setting up an archival center in India.  The problem was to find a sponsor and obtain 
funding. 
 The 10th International Congress of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences was held 
in New Delhi in December 1978 and provided the occasion for a meeting of ethnomusicologists 
from the U.S. to discuss their ideas for a center in India.19 
 This New Delhi meeting brought together a group of ethnomusicologists: Nazir 
Jairazbhoy (UCLA); Amy Catlin (Brown / UCLA); Brian Silver (Harvard); and Daniel Neuman 
(University of Washington).  As the most senior member of the group, Jairazbhoy was its leader. 
 At an evening music performance during the Congress, the group met with Francine Berkowitz 
of the Smithsonian Institution who also attended and observed the Congress as well as monitored 
Smithsonian-funded activities of the AIIS.  The question of a hoped-for center was brought up.  
Berkowitz was intrigued by it and suggested that the Smithsonian Institution might consider a 
proposal for funding it if the proposal came through an established organization.  The next day 
she introduced Jairazbhoy to Director Mehendiratta of the American Institute of Indian Studies 
(AIIS).  The Director agreed that the idea had merit, would probably warrant GOI approval, and 
should be taken up with the AIIS leadership in the U.S.20 
 In 1979, bolstered by the positive reactions of the AIIS Director and by the feeling of the 
Smithsonian representative that it might be fundable, Jairazbhoy proceeded to draft a detailed 
“Proposal for the Formation of an International Archives of Indian Music and Centre for 
Ethnomusicology of the American Institute of Indian Studies.”  The original 8-page draft 
covered: 
 
 I. Need for the Project 
 II. Aims and Purposes of the Project: 
  A. Making Source Material Available for Research 
  B. Assisting Scholars and Institutions in Conducting Research 
 III. Operation of Archives and Centre: 
  1. Location 
  2. Administration 
  3. Scope 
  4. Finances 
  5. Present proposal and future development 
  6. Schematic layout of proposed Archives and Centre 
  7. International Archives of Indian Music (with detailed policies on 

collecting materials, permissions to copy and publish materials, etc.) 
 IV. Support for the Project: Endorsements from European individuals and institutions, 

as well as American colleagues; initial favorable reactions from funding 
agencies 

 
 After amendments and clarification based on reactions from his colleagues in the U.S., 
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Jairazbhoy prepared a revised and expanded version that he submitted, at President Dimock’s 
suggestion, to the AIIS Executive Committee that met on 10-11 November 1979. 
  
  a. Appointment of AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology: 1980 
 At its 1979 Fall meeting the AIIS Executive Committee reacted positively to the proposal 
but deferred action until the next meeting on 19 March 1980.  At that meeting the Executive 
Committee appointed a Committee on Ethnomusicology -- paralleling the Committee on Art and 
Archaeology -- to consider further action.  Jairazbhoy (UCLA) was appointed Chair; with Jon 
Higgins (Wesleyan); Daniel Neuman (University of Washington), and Bonnie Wade (Cal-
Berkeley) as members.  The AIIS Trustees ratified the appointment at its meeting the very next 
day, 20 March 1980.  Following this action, Institute Director Mehendiratta informed the GOI of 
the proposed development of a second research center and on 9 April 1980 received “approval in 
principle” from the Ministry of Education and Culture for a new AIIS “Unit for Indian Music 
and Ethnomusicology” as the Government of India titled it. 
 Meanwhile the new Committee on Ethnomusicology was instructed to “…prepare a 
detailed proposal outlining means to create a program or programs of support of 
ethnomusicology studies in India.21  Accordingly in mid-1980, when Jairazbhoy was in India, he 
worked out a detailed budget with Director Mehendiratta and on 10 October 1980 sent copies of 
the expanded [31 pages] and revised proposal to members of his committee.  He requested 
immediate responses and reactions since he had to submit the new document to the AIIS 
Executive Committee for its meeting of 15-16 November 1980.  By that time the JDR III Fund, 
the Smithsonian Institution and the Ford Foundation appeared to be enthusiastic about providing 
funding for the projected center.  The proposal passed the November 1980 Executive Committee 
hurdle and was approved for submission to the Board of Trustees at its meeting on 11 March 
1981.  It was at the Trustees meeting that the “Archives and Research Center for 
Ethnomusicology of the American Institute of Indian Studies” was formally named and 
sanctioned. 
   
  b. Name of Proposed Center 
 A major modification in the October 1980 draft changed the proposed name of the center 
to “Archives and Research Centre for Ethnomusicology of the American Institute of Indian 
Studies.”  The notion of an “International” archives was dropped, although persons of any 
nationality were welcomed to deposit tapes and use the proposed facilities.  Somewhere along 
the line the name of the proposed facility became abbreviated in some Indian and AIIS 
documents (for example some pertaining to the AIIS’ Indian Advisory Committee) to “Center 
for Music and Musicology” that continued to be referred to as such until 1982.  In a letter to 
Director Mehendiratta Jairazbhoy took pains to explain how that designation 

…defeats the purpose of the project.22 
 
He gave the following reasons: 
 

1. The difference between the words music and musicology is that the former 
involves sounds while the latter concerns the study of these sounds.  As a title it 
suggests that our two purposes are to organize concerts and recitals and to 
promote the study of these musical sounds.  The proposal, as it stands, has a very 
different thrust, since it does not involve the staging of recitals. 
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2. The primary function of the proposal is, of course, the idea of the archives and I 
feel strongly that this must be in the title. 

3. The name of the discipline, ethnomusicology, was invented as a direct reaction to 
the implication of the word musicology which suggested that musical sounds 
could be studied adequately without reference to context, culture or people.  The 
term ethnomusicology is not clearly understood in India and one of our goals is to 
promote a better understanding of the interdisciplinary approach to the study of 
music. 

 
Jairazbhoy reminded Mehendiratta that the GOI’s Ministry of Education and Culture in granting 
“approval in principle” on 8 April 1980 referred to a “Unit for Indian Music and 
Ethnomusicology,” indicating that it evidently recognized the new discipline.  Throughout 1979 
and 1980 a good deal of thought and discussion went to the question of the name.  Jairazbhoy 
summarized this in his letter to Committee members as Chair of the AIIS Committee on 
Ethnomusicology: 

 
I had received a number of complaints about the unwieldiness of 
the double-barrelled name I had originally proposed [International 
Archives of Indian Music and Centre for Ethnomusicology] and 
that the relationship between the Archives and the Centre was 
obscure.  After discussion with Dan[Neuman], Bonnie [Wade] and 
others I came to the conclusion that it would be better to give it a 
single name.  If you feel that Archives and Research Centre for 
Ethnomusicology (ARCE) is still too cumbersome or prefer some 
other, please let me know soon.  I realize that there is a case for 
calling it just Centre for Ethnomusicology in parallel with the 
Centre for Art and Archaeology, but I feel that the archives are the 
main function and justification of the proposal and thus the word 
Archives should not be left out of the title.23 

 
Eventually, of course, both the Institute Director and the Government of India came to use the 
carefully crafted, though admittedly cumbersome, title “Archives and Research Center for 
Ethnomusicology (ARCE).” 
  
  c. Location of Proposed Center 

As the project rapidly took shape and its ambitious and well-thought-through dimensions 
became evident, Director Mehendiratta -- who showed interest in 1978 -- began to have second 
thoughts.  As Dimock remarked in an interview, 

 
Pradeep didn’t much like it at first because he thought we [the 
Institute] might be over-extending ourselves.”24 

 
In each draft of the Proposal Jairazbhoy addressed the question of the center’s location: 

 
 A primary consideration in seeking a location for the 
Archives and Research Centre should be accessibility and 
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convenience.  Since scholars would be depositing copies of their 
materials before departure from India, proximity to an 
International airport would be desirable.  Thus New Delhi or 
Bombay would provide the most convenient locations.  Of these, 
New Delhi would be the preferred site since virtually all foreign 
scholars arrive and depart from there. 
 An alternative scheme would be to locate the Archives and 
Research Centre in Varanasi or Pune, where the AIIS already has 
established units, with a receiving center in New Delhi where 
copies could be deposited before departure.  This would involve 
the duplication of some staff, equipment and premises and would 
pose problems of transportation and accessibility.  On the other 
hand, it would affect certain economies, particularly in the rental 
of premises.25 

 
 Mehendiratta had two objections to New Delhi as the site: First, he knew that rental costs 
in the capital were very high and would rise year by year.  Second, he worried that a substantial 
new AIIS unit in New Delhi would emphasize the size of the Institute and increase its 
vulnerability to unwanted scrutiny and criticism.26  The Institute already had a Regional Center 
in Pune with under-utilized staff and facilities.  Mehendiratta argued that setting up the ARCE 
there would be much less expensive than in New Delhi with no issue of untoward visibility.  The 
Director agreed to a small receiving unit in New Delhi if the Center were located elsewhere. 
 Toward the end of 1980 Jairazbhoy told his committee the drawbacks he foresaw of 
splitting ARCE offices.  These were: 

 
1. It would not be easily accessible and one would have to make a special trip to 

visit the Archives.  If it were located in Delhi one would expect far more foreign 
scholars to use its facilities, if only briefly to determine what work had been done 
in their own area. 

2. The receiving station would, in any case, need space and staff among whom at 
least, a sound and visual technician, would be needed.  This would involve staff 
duplications since both positions would also be needed in the Archives. 

3. The receiving station would need fast copying and other sound and visual 
equipment (including video recorder, slide copying facilities, etc.) which would 
also be needed in the Archives.  This is, in a sense, more serious since it would 
increase the U.S. currency needs quite considerably. 

4. A new problem would be introduced, that of transporting Master copies of 
recordings which always involves a measure of uncertainty, but especially so in 
the heat and humidity often found in India. 

 
Jairazbhoy concluded, 

 
In view of these problems and added expenses, I wonder if there 
would be any economy and continue to favour the location in New 
Delhi [my emphasis]27 
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Members of the Committee on Ethnomusicology left no doubt that they concurred with their 
Chair; so the Committee in its report to the AIIS Executive Committee in March 1981 
recommended 

 
…the location of A.R.C.E. in the proximity of Delhi, in order to 
provide easy access to visiting scholars who would be depositing 
copies of their field collections and using the facilities of the 
archives.28 

 
On 11 March 1981 the AIIS Trustees authorized establishment of the ARCE.  This triggered the 
assurance of Ford Foundation funding and serious consideration of support from the Smithsonian 
Institution.  Thus resolution of the location question became of immediate importance.  To 
accomplish this and make decisions on such problems as staffing and schedule of operations, the 
Smithsonian made special grants to Committee members Jairazbhoy and Neuman to visit India 
in August and September of 1981 to work out details with President Dimock and Director 
Mehendiratta.  Jairazbhoy and Neuman visited Pune and inspected the available AIIS premises 
on the Deccan College campus.  These premises had previously been used by the Institute’s 
Language Program before that moved to New Delhi in 1970 along with most Headquarters’ 
functions.  Advantages of these premises included sound-proofing and air-conditioning installed 
for the Language Program and adequate room for archival and library needs.  Form the 
standpoint of physical facilities the Deccan College space answered most of the ARCE’s 
requirements.  Everyone from the days of W. Norman Brown, when he established the Institute 
in Deccan College, praised its quiet environment conducive to serious research.  Furthermore, a 
Regional Officer and his staff were available.  Disadvantages included the fact that Pune was off 
the beaten track, some 10 miles by train from Bombay with only minimal air connections, and it 
was almost 900 miles from Delhi.  The criterion of accessibility to its projected clientele was not 
met. 
 Notwithstanding Committee members’ misgivings and clear preference for New Delhi, 
Mehendiratta’s argument of economies in making use of existing facilities prevailed.  According 
to Dimock, who had joined the Director and the two ethnomusicologists on 7 September 1981 
when the location question was discussed, 

 
Nazir took some persuading.29  

 
 The decision was that the Archives and Research Centre for Ethnomusicology would be 
in Pune in the AIIS’ Regional Center with a smaller Receiving / Copying unit in New Delhi.  
After staff were recruited, funding assured, and equipment procured, an opening date for the 
New Delhi unit was planned for 1 May 1982, in time to coordinate with the time of year when 
scholars typically finished their research work and were ready to leave India.  That target was 
delayed by a few months, and both units were inaugurated in August 1982.  The two-unit 
structure lasted until 1985 when, as a result of the predicted inefficiencies and inconveniences, 
consolidation into a united ARCE started to take shape in New Delhi and was achieved in 
1987.30 

 
d. Establishment of Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology 

 (ARCE) 
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The AIIS Trustees’ action on 11 March 1981 authorizing establishment of the Archives and 
Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) triggered support from the Ford Foundation 
through its New Delhi office.  The foundation came through in November 1981 with a $120,000 
grant to purchase needed equipment in the U.S. and ship it to India.  The Committee on 
Ethnomusicology hoped to begin operations in India in December 1981, but  

 
…budget uncertainties experienced by the Smithsonian Institution 
which now appear to be resolved, caused delays and the new 
starting date for the ARCE has been set for April 1, 1982.31 

 
In March 1982 the Smithsonian Institute approved a six-month budget of $55,000 (from its rupee 
balances) for April through September 1982 for the start-up of the ARCE. 
 In August 1982 a small ceremony was held in Pune to dedicate the ARCE formally.  
Instead of an international group of scholars, as was suggested in the original draft, a Bi-National 
(U.S. and Indian) Committee was planned to oversee the project.  Otherwise the new center was 
to “…be structured and administered in parallel with the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology,” 
and its entire staff would be Indian in nationality in order to accord with GOI requirements. 
 By September 1982 the AIIS Indian Advisory Committee officially recognized the 
project, and in 1983-84 the Bi-National Committee that was set up to oversee the Varanasi 
Center for Art and Archaeology was reconstituted to include the ARCE.  GOI committee 
members charged with monitoring the ARCE were Dr. Premlata Sharma (Professor of Music at 
BHU) and a representative of the Ministry of Education’s Department of Culture.  They were 
joined on the expanded committee by the American Chair of the Committee on Ethnomusicology 
-- then Nazir Jairazbhoy – and Ashok Ranade, Associate Director (Research) of the ARCE.  The 
Bi-National Committee was expected 

 
…to assist in the preparation of long-range plans and…will 
undoubtedly do much to improve the Archives’ relations with the 
Government of India.32 

 
In 1984 the first meeting of the expanded Bi-National Committee was held in New Delhi. 
 
 5. Administration of Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) 
 Once the ARCE was formally authorized by the AIIS in March 1981, location was 
determined in September 1981.  The Ford Foundation dollar funding for equipment was 
approved on 17 November 1981, and the Committee on Ethnomusicology set about to create its 
administrative structure and recruit appropriate staff. However, there were delays in receiving 
the rupee funds expected from the Smithsonian Institution.  When funds were finally obtained in 
March 1982, appointments that were discussed in the interim were made.  
 The Committee agreed that the ARCE’s organizational base was to be comparable to that 
of the Center for Art and Archaeology in Varanasi.  That was that AIIS Director Pradeep 
Mehendiratta would be overall Director and the ARCE would be headed by an Associate 
Director (Research).  The Pune AIIS Regional Officer, Madhav Bhandare, served as Associate 
Director (Administration), and Ram Nambiar was designated at the Center for Art and 
Archaeology.  However, before appointing a permanent Associate Director (Research), the 
Committee on Ethnomusicology decided that after a thorough investigation of possible 
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candidates a senior Indian scholar should be appointed as Consultant for an interim period. 
 Consequently the Committee interviewed a number of scholars and selected Ashok 
Ranade of the University of Bombay’s Music Department to be Senior Indian Consultant.  He 
was appointed for a six-month period.  Ranade assumed this position on 1 April 1982 on a part-
time basis; continuing to live in Bombay and maintain his University job.  His agreement with 
ARCE was that he would visit Pune periodically -- Pune was just over three hours by train from 
Bombay -- and to oversee the start-up of the Archives.  In addition he agreed to visit the New 
Delhi ARCE unit from time to time to make sure the work of the two units was meshing 
properly.  After a further stint as Consultant, Ranade was appointed Associate Director 
(Research) in November 1983 for a one-year term to supervise the scholarly activities of both 
ARCE units. 
 The position of Technical Officer in the New Delhi unit, deemed central to the whole 
operation, was offered to Mr. Umashankar, a South Indian independent filmmaker who had 
worked in the field on two occasions with Chairman Jairazbhoy.  The Committee on 
Ethnomusicology strongly recommended that Umashankar be sent to the U.S. at the earliest 
opportunity to assist in selecting equipment to be acquired with the Ford Foundation grant.  Even 
before being put on the payroll, Umashankar assisted in preparing the detailed budgets needed 
for submission to the funding agencies.33  When funding came through and after assessing 
ARCE’s needs, Umashankar went to the U.S. in May 1982 for five weeks where he advised 
Jairazbhoy in the purchasing of equipment and helped to plan further developments with the 
Committee.34  Back in India, after a long wait for the equipment’s arrival (as a result of problems 
with import licenses and customs’ clearances), Umashankar had to divide his time between the 
two units of ARCE since both needed installation of sound and visual equipment.  While 
waiting, the ARCE had to borrow or rent what they needed to start operations.  In August 1982 
the ARCE New Delhi Copying and Receiving unit copied its first collection of audio recording, 
and within another two months two more collections were copied and ready to be sent to the 
Archives in Pune for accessioning and cataloging. 
 Shortly after the dedication ceremony in August 1982, the ARCE began operations in 
September with two major appointments in Pune: Saraswati Swaminathan was chosen as 
Principal Archivist / Librarian with primary responsibility for audio-visual materials; and 
Kalpana Bandiwedekar was chosen as Assistant Archivist / Librarian with responsibility for 
building the library collection.  They were kept busy with library acquisitions as well as with 
preparation of indexing and cataloging systems for music recordings. 
 A third major appointment was made at the New Delhi unit for the position of 
Publications-cum-Liaison Officer.  In September 1982 Shubha Chaudhuri, a linguist-
anthropologist who completed her doctorate at Jawaharlal Nehru University in New Delhi, was 
appointed.  Her job was to establish contacts with foreign scholars and institutions and inform 
them of the goals, activities, and plans of the ARCE.  One of her first tasks was the preparation 
of a brochure sent to scholars of Indian music throughout the world both informing them of the 
ARCE’s existence and, amongst other things, soliciting donations of copies of recorded 
collections for the archives. 
 Each unit of the ARCE was supported by a small technical and clerical staff plus 
“…armed guards to protect electronic equipment in Delhi, a night watchman and a day 
watchman.”35   
 Overall administration of the ARCE, including its financial affairs, was in the hands of 
Director Mehendiratta in New Delhi.  Local administrative matters in Pune were seen to by 
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Regional Officer Bhandare, who had the title of Associate Director (Administration) of the 
ARCE unit.  However, all was not well with this administrative structure and chain of command. 
 Director Mehendiratta felt that increasingly the ARCE was trying to take on an independent 
identity, tending to operate outside the established AIIS structure, especially in relation to levels 
of compensation and other personnel matters.  He was particularly upset by what he saw as 
Ashok Ranade’s alleged attempts to arrogate to himself authority and responsibilities over and 
above what was due him according to Mehendiratta’s understanding of the AIIS rules and 
regulations.36  Since the Committee that generated and oversaw ARCE policies in general was 
far away in the United States and Mehendiratta himself was at a considerable distance from Pune 
where, as he saw it, the trouble lay, there was some rough going for a while. 
 While some smoothing over of the situation was accomplished by promoting Ranade 
from Consultant to Associate Director (Research) in November 1983, the situation remained 
unsettled. Mehendiratta continued to feel that his authority as Director of the AIIS -- within 
which the ARCE was but one component -- was diminished, if not usurped.  He must have rued 
the day when he pressured the Committee on Ethnomusicology to establish its center in Pune at 
such a distance from his immediate control.  Furthermore, the inefficiencies and inconveniences 
of the two-unit structure that he had earlier denied were more evident to Director Mehendiratta. 
 The eventual upshot of the rough days of 1983-84 was the resignation of Ashok Ranade 
on 31 October 1984.  Shubha Chaudhuri was immediately invited to take over as Assistant 
Director (Research) and did so on 1 November 1984.  When it became clear in the early days of 
Daniel Neuman’s chairmanship of the Committee on Ethnomusicology (he took over from 
Jairazbhoy on 1 January 1985) that the bifurcated ARCE was not accomplishing its goals, the 
Committee on Ethnomusicology decided the archival operations should move to New Delhi with 
Chaudhuri in overall control.  In January 1986 all remaining ARCE functions except the Library 
moved from Pune to New Delhi.  The Library was shifted in the spring of 1987.  Shubha 
Chaudhuri was promoted to Associate Director (Research) in January 1986.  In 1994 she was 
named Director (Research) of the ARCE at the same time that Mehendiratta became Director-
General of AIIS. 
 Chaudhuri’s keen grasp of the overall aims of the AIIS Center for Ethnomusicology and 
her command of the technical, academic, and public relations aspects of the operations made for 
the construction of a remarkable institution.  As Daniel Neuman put it in 1989 

 
…any of you who have had any contact with ARCE already know: 
…the outstanding leadership, both intellectual and administrative, 
that Dr. Shubha Chaudhuri has demonstrated these last seven 
years. It is certainly no exaggeration to state that the very 
impressive success of the Archives and Research Centre for 
Ethnomusicology is due to the dedication, vision and wisdom 
demonstrated by the Associate Director, Dr. Shubha Chaudhuri 
and to the sustained and enthusiastic administrative support and 
guidance provided by the Director, Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta.37   

 
In an interview in 1991 former President Dimock said that the Institute was very lucky to have 
Shubha Chaudhuri as its ARCE administrator.  In his words: 

 
She’s a terrific, a fine administrator; she is also a fine scholar, a 
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linguist [who] has just the right feel for both the academic and 
administrative sides.38 

 
6. Major Programs of Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) 

 The very name of the Center, Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology, 
designate its two main components: archive-cum library and research.  These two interrelated 
components were geared to facilitating scholarship on the performing arts of India -- with special 
emphasis on India’s music -- and stimulating the study and practice of ethnomusicology through 
its archives and library program of acquisitions, cataloging, and preservation along with its allied 
programs of research, dissemination, and public service. 
  
  a. ARCE Archives 
   Constituting the very core of the Center, the Archives collected, cataloged, 
preserved, and made accessible sound, visual, and video records and recordings of a broad array 
of India’s performing arts.  The Center’s original focus on music expanded over the years and 
covered a variety of performing arts, all of which profited from a holistic approach.  Music, 
however, remained the ARCE’s disciplinary concern. 
   
   i. ARCE Archive Acquisitions 
    (a) Cataloging Field Recordings 
 The Archives acquisitions program involved two main categories of recordings: field and 
commercial.  Collection of the field recordings constituted the most valuable of ARCE’s 
functions. 
 As scholars in the U.S. who initiated the drive to establish the ARCE expressed in their 
1980 “Proposal” while describing the existence of many unique early collections dispersed 
throughout the world: 

 
It is a matter of great concern that copies of only a very few of 
these materials are to be found in India.  A number of Western 
ethnomusicologists now feel that it is their moral obligation to 
ensure that copies of this aural and visual documentation is 
returned to India, housed in a centrally located archives and made 
available to both Western and Indian Scholars.  These archives 
would, in the future, be supplemented by copies of aural and visual 
materials, primarily those collected by Western scholars and 
deposited before they leave India, since returning copies to India 
[later on] is both costly and problematic.39  

 
The draft Proposal enumerated a number of collections that deserved to be copied and returned 
to their cultural home.  Once the ARCE was established in 1982, one of the first steps Jairazbhoy 
took in June of that year was to get copies made in London of two of Arnold Baké’s collections 
(those from 1932-33 and those from 1938-39).  These totaled one hundred tapes and were a 
fitting and significant down payment on the larger project of returning such materials to their 
place of origin.  In December 1982 Jairazbhoy received a grant of $5,000 from the Asian 
Cultural Council (a part of the JDR III Fund) to copy substantial portions of his own collection 
of Indian and Pakistani music.  This collection “…consisting of more than seven hundred hours 
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of recordings and including film, video cassettes and a large number of photographs, is based on 
14 field trips to the subcontinent beginning in 1954.”40  By the end of 1984 about 450 hours from 
this collection were copied and received in India.  At the same time negotiations were underway 
to copy several other early collections, notably those of A. H. Fox Strangways in London -- 
probably the very earliest dating from about 1910! -- and of John Levy from the 1950s housed in 
Edinburg.41  In August and September of 1982 the first three deposits of copies of fresh field 
recordings were made as three scholars were preparing to return to the United States. 
 Collections were deposited at ARCE under one of several categories: “restricted,” or not 
available for reference for a fixed number of years; “controlled,” meaning materials could be 
listened to on ARCE premises but not copied; and “unrestricted,” meaning copies could be made 
for research or teaching purposes.  Request forms were prepared for users to sign, and every 
effort was made to protect depositors and uphold copyright laws. 
 This is not the place to enumerate the collections of field recordings deposited over the 
first fourteen years of ARCE operations.42  Suffice it to say, in the words of a 1995 report that, 

 
Scholars from all parts of the world continue to consider the ARCE 
a significant location for depositing their research collections. We 
continue to get new collections, and also to receive additional 
deposits to existing collections.  In the year under review [1994 - 
1995], we have added approximately 300 hours to the archives, 
bringing the total collection to 7,000 hours of primary materials.  It 
is significant to note that video recordings are increasingly 
important for ethnomusicological documentation, and this year 
they comprise a third of the deposits.43  

 
 A variety of sophisticated databases were developed for the cataloging and retrieving of 
field recordings.  Every collection was made available by subject with keyword access, and 
multiple access points were provided for each including names of performers, instruments, 
genres, places, context of performances, and details of performance contents.  Other databases 
allowed users to search through genres or forms of performance types by context, area, language, 
related myths, story motifs, etc.  A database of performers included ethnographic and biographic 
details of the individuals.  Continued upgrading of computer access was regularly reported in 
various sources.  In 1990 the ARCE published its first catalog of field recordings using desktop 
publishing programs.  The catalog had an entry on each collection and was accompanied by a 
detailed subject index. 
    
    (b) Acquiring Commercial / Published Recordings 
 In 1982 the U.S. Library of Congress (LC) office in New Delhi offered to provide the 
newly established ARCE with commercial / published recordings released in India as well as 
current books on India’s performing arts.  In exchange for receiving commercial recordings, 
ARCE agreed to evaluate materials and recommend to the Library of Congress field office those 
materials deemed appropriate to be sent to the nearly three dozen U.S. research libraries that 
participated in the LC’s Special Foreign Currency (SFC) acquisitions program.  By the end of 
1984 ARCE had acquired some 8,000 commercial discs and cassettes in the first phase of this 
scheme.  In 1985-86 it was reported that 327 discs and 1,191 prerecorded cassettes had been 
provided to the ARCE.  As of 1986 ARCE had also procured 80 pre-1982 long-playing records 
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of Hindustani and Carnatic music.  Beginning in 1987 LC provided recordings from other South 
Asian countries.  In 1990 LC began to provide compact discs made in India. 
 From the outset ARCE maintained performer, title, and subject access to these materials. 
 The arrangement with LC through which ARCE received gratis this great variety of commercial 
recordings was that the ARCE staff would evaluate the materials and give basic cataloging 
information to the LC program.  This arrangement was of great mutual benefit to both 
organizations in India and to receiving libraries in the U.S. 
    
   ii. ARCE Archive Special Projects 
    (a) 78 R. P. M. Project 
 As a corollary to its acquisition of current commercial recordings, the ARCE decided 
early on to design a project to preserve on tape old and rare 78 r. p. m. recordings of Indian 
music.44  For a number of reasons old records were not preserved in a systematic way.  The 1982 
ARCE “Proposal” spelled out the problem: 

 
The principal recording company involved in the making of these 
recordings dating to the early 1900s, HMV, has been known to 
have destroyed many of the early matrices produced in India.  
Furthermore, they have not retained archival copies of these 
materials, with the result that many of these early recordings are 
only preserved in private collections held by individual music 
lovers.  These are not generally accessible to scholars, and are 
diffused throughout the major cities of India and in some places 
abroad.45   

 
 ARCE’s proposal was to copy whatever record collections it could locate in order to 
preserve them in one place and make them available to scholars.  To do this, ARCE had to obtain 
permission and copyright clearance from the manufacturer.  Ashok Ranade, ARCE’s Consultant, 
got such clearance from HMV-EMI with the condition that copies be housed on ARCE premises 
and be used only for scholarly purposes. 
 When ARCE’s project became known, several collectors came forward to offer their 
recordings for copying.  One Delhi resident offered his collections of more than 4,000 records.  
Other large collections were located in Calcutta and Bombay.  To spur this project on, Ashok 
Ranade organized a panel discussion at the University of Bombay’s Music Department, where 
Ranade was a Professor, on the question of preserving these early recordings.  Umashankar, 
ARCE’s Technical Officer, spoke of the technical problems in making the necessary copies.  The 
panel discussion also identified owners of significant collections who expressed interest in 
cooperating in the project. 
 The major remaining question was procurement of the correct equipment. After 
consultation with audio labs in the U.S. -- at the Library of Congress, the University of 
Washington, and elsewhere -- ARCE obtained Ford Foundation funds for purchase of the 
recommended equipment.  While it took several years to procure, ship, and obtain the necessary 
customs and import clearances, the project finally got started, and between 1985 and 1988 
ARCE was able to copy some 400 old discs in a variety of genres donated to the Center.46  
Processing and documenting other collections that were loaned or donated continued.  Thus this 
project added another dimension to the ARCE’s resource base and in the process contributed to 
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preservation of a significant component of India’s music heritage, namely “…aural documents of 
the early 20th century period.”47 
    
    (b) Preservation of Institutional Collections 
 For a number of years the Ford Foundation was particularly interested in helping Indian 
institutions preserve cultural collections; so in 1990 Ford made a grant of $110,000 to ARCE for 
upgrading its equipment and software and also provided technical supplies to support an ARCE 
project for making “safe” duplicate copies of institutional collections of recordings for 
preservation.  According to Daniel Neuman, copying such collections, especially of regional 
musical traditions, was important because no commercially available recordings existed.  
Accordingly, the ARCE’s first effort in this venture was copying music collections at the 
Rajasthani Rupayan Sansthan (Folklore Institute) in Borunda.48  In 1985 the Sansthan was 
reported to have held some 1,000 hours of recordings.  This ARCE preservation project 
dovetailed with work Neuman and others were doing for the Atlas of Rajasthan’s Musical 
Traditions.49 

 
  b. ARCE Library 
   i. ARCE Library Acquisitions 
 Early proposals for establishment of the ARCE included a library of specialized books 
and journals to support technical processing (cataloging, etc.) of the recordings in the projected 
archives as well as the anticipated research program.  Accordingly, the October 1980 “Proposal” 
called for a “…Library to house 5,000 volumes with racks for periodicals, microfilm and 
microfilm readers in a darkened corner, and reading desks.”50  Computers, databases, and 
networks were still in the future, but a basic reference collection was assembled at the outset. 
 Almost as soon as the ARCE began operations, the U.S. Library of Congress Field 
Director in New Delhi, E. Gene Smith, in the fall of 1982 offered ARCE membership in the LC 
acquisitions program for an annual fee of $500.  The AIIS quickly accepted on behalf of the 
ARCE; thus it became the only organization outside the U.S. to participate in the South Asian 
program.51  In a funding proposal submitted to the Smithsonian Institution in November 1982, 
the Committee on Ethnomusicology Chair described the LC arrangement: 

 
Regarding library acquisitions, the most exciting development has 
been the ARCE membership in the Library of Congress, Indian 
S[pecial] F[oreign] C[urrency] Program, which has just been 
approved.  The arrangement proposed by Dr. E. Gene Smith 
should be highly beneficial to the ARCE since, for the annual 
membership fee of $500, the Library of Congress would provide 
not only program materials and books currently being offered to 
participants, but would also provide materials by special order 
which have been made available in the past, provided they are still 
in print…[Through] the book acquisitions, the ARCE will realize a 
benefit of more than $10,000 per year for the next two or three 
years at least.  The Library of Congress program involves only 
Indian publications…There is every reason to expect that, through 
this arrangement with the Library of Congress, the Archives could 
well have one of the best libraries of materials relevant to Indian 
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music and ethnomusicology within a few short years.52 
 
The Pune ARCE staff immediately set to work poring over old LC Accessions Lists (produced 
since the program began in 1962) and lists from many publishing houses, placing orders with 
rupee funds for what was needed.  Meanwhile, the Center’s Ford Foundation grant provided 
dollars to purchase books, records, and photocopies of unpublished dissertations not available in 
India.  By the end of its first year of operation in 1983 the ARCE acquired well over 1,000 books 
and journals for its Library at the Pune Center. 
 The Library increased steadily in size between 1982 and 1987 during ARCE’s years in 
Pune.  In 1987 its 5,000 books were shifted to New Delhi and merged with the existing small 
collection of books, journals, reports, and dissertations that had accumulated there.  By 1995 the 
Library in New Delhi held close to 8,000 titles [or volumes] of books and periodicals, with 
subscriptions to over 100 journals from India and many countries overseas. 
 ARCE was constantly increasing the size of its collection in breadth and depth.  The 
periodic World Book Fairs held in New Delhi and dealers’ lists from all over the world were the 
source of many important acquisitions.  These were in the many fields that ethnomusicology 
addressed: the performing arts, including dance and theatre, folklore, anthropology, and 
linguistics as well as local, regional, and national cultural history.  Works on theoretical and 
methodological aspects of the cultures of the world were also acquired.  The ARCE made a 
particular effort to collect nineteenth and early twentieth century books on Indian music 
published in Marathi, Gujarati, and Hindi, as well as classic early treatises on Indian culture in 
English.  A sampling of these titles was presented in an article, “Rar Puthi” [“Rare Books”] in 
the ARCE newsletter, Samvadi (Winter 1991, pp. 5 and 8). 
 
   ii. ARCE Library Cataloging and Access 
 From the outset the Archives and Library staff developed innovative systems, tailored to 
the Indian situation, for handling the technical processing of its incoming materials.  Existing 
systems simply did not adequately cover the complexities of the ethnomusicology field in India.  
By the end of 1986, when the Archives moved to New Delhi and the Library awaited its 
transport, the cataloger devised a new subject access card index to all the archival collections.  
As the 1985-86 “Report of Activities” related: 

Subject entries in the form of detailed tracings are made for each 
collection and filed alphabetically.  This gives the flexibility to 
include whatever subject categories that seem important in each 
collection and genre.  This card refers the user to the relevant 
collections only.  At this point we have approximately 1900 
subject headings. 
Color coded cards are also made for commercial recordings and 
written material and incorporated in the same index, so that a user 
can see at a glance, field and commercial recordings of a particular 
area or subject.53 

 
 This system, adequate for its time, became quickly outmoded when computerization was 
inaugurated in 1989-90.  Databases were set up to replace color-coded cards and the like, with 
one specifically designed to handle the Library’s cataloging of books, journal articles, clippings, 
and cuttings.  This was described as follows: 
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The Library material is now being cataloged on Pro-Cite, a text-
based database program designed for managing bibliographic 
records.  Among the many advantages this has being dedicated to 
bibliographies, is the facility of printing out selected records 
through standard bibliographic formats…Since all the various 
kinds of written materials can be combined in one database, with 
the use of different workforms, [the ARCE database] “Library” 
will include journal citations, book entries as well as reports and 
dissertations.54 

 
 By 1990 ARCE planned to expand its 4,800-item subject index for South Asian 
performing arts for use with sound recordings as well as written materials.  While focused on 
ethnomusicology, this index would be applied to scholarship in South Asian studies as a whole. 
 In 1990 the Library began to shelve its books by broad geographical and cultural areas 
for easier browsing access.55  This led to development of a comprehensive scheme to identify 
and classify India’s areas and to use this geo-cultural index in cataloging archival and library 
material.  This scheme was described as follows: 

 
The geo-cultural area is a very necessary aspect for field research 
and archival work.  This is also often the primary identification 
that is made of musical and other performing genres.  Since there 
is no comprehensive scheme that could be used for this purpose, 
attempts are being made to develop one at ARCE. 
…The physical organization of the library has been changed to 
reflect Geographical cultural zones in the last year and has met 
with a positive response by users.  This will make it possible to 
identify archival material in a consistent manner, and not 
dependent on the orientation of the scholar depositing the material. 
 This is particularly useful in the context of the [planned] 
Ethnographic Arts of Musical Traditions.56 

 
  At the end of 1994 Bonnie Wade, Chair of the Committee on Ethnomusicology, reported 
that: 

 
This index [of Geographical Cultural Zones in India] has been 
completed and has proved very useful in the cataloging of material 
available in the ARCE.  Information on languages and dialects and 
their geographical distribution has been culled from Grierson’s 
Linguistic Survey of India.  We have attempted to integrate with 
the H[uman] R[elations] A[rea] F[iles] index which is a standard 
but not detailed enough for India.  Other sources which were 
referred to are the “Lesser known Languages of India and Nepal: a 
Bibliographic Index,” published by the Summer Institute of 
Linguistics, and the “South Asian Civilizations: a Bibliographic 
Synthesis” edited by Maureen Patterson.57 
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 For access to a larger information base, in 1994 ARCE began to subscribe to the 
Education and Research Network (ERNET).  This made the Center part of a communications 
network throughout India and many other parts of the world.  In addition, ARCE became a 
member of EthnoFORUM, a global ethnomusicology forum of more than 150 subscribers in 
seventeen countries.  In this way ARCE was able to keep abreast of mainstream developments in 
ethnomusicology before they were generally known in India.  ARCE established itself as a 
source of archival information for the Indian scholarly community; it was also valued by 
scholars all over the world.  These successes contributed in no small measure to AIIS’ reputation 
as a whole. 
 
   iii. ARCE Library Special Project: The Clippings File 
 If databases and networks brought marvels of new technology to bear on current and 
future activities at the ARCE, the Clippings File project harked back to days of yore and a 
manual approach to resource-building.  Jairazbhoy gave the rationale for this project in a 1982 
statement: 

 
Articles and reviews published in Indian vernacular newspapers 
are often the only written documents of musical events that have 
taken place in various parts of India over the past hundred years or 
so.  Many of these articles and reviews are not written by 
competent scholars; nevertheless, since they are the only written 
documents available for recent historical research, they assume an 
unusual importance in Indian musical studies.  The source 
materials are difficult to locate and require expertise in several 
Indian languages quite beyond the scope of any individual scholar; 
thus, the project can only be carried out by an organization such as 
the ARCE.58 

 
 While the main unit of the ARCE was still in Pune under Ashok Ranade’s initial 
direction, the staff (many of whom were Marathi-speakers) began to identify and photocopy 
nineteenth century newspaper articles on Indian music, particularly those in Marathi.59  Since 
Western Maharashtra had a very active history of music and drama performances and produced a 
large number of famous musicians and dramatists, ARCE had ready access to the rich sources 
for this project in Pune’s many libraries.  As Jairazbhoy explained 

 
Marathi is also justified because many hours of recordings made 
by A. A. Baké in 1938-39 and Jairazbhoy in 1963 which will soon 
be received by the ARCE, were made in Maharashtra, and will 
require research assistance for archiving.60 

 
Beginning in 1984 Pune newspaper archives were tapped for references to music and musicians, 
and within a year ARCE researchers had photocopied 222 articles in Marathi and 168 in English. 
One goal of the project was to translate Indian language clippings into English for wider 
scholarly access.  Meanwhile the New Delhi unit also collected clippings so that when the 
Library moved in 1987 the two collections could be merged. 
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 By the winter of 1991 the Clippings File had expanded to 7,600 pieces now mostly in 
English but some in Hindi, Bengali and other regional languages.  The ARCE newsletter 
described the project: 

 
Newspaper reports and articles, reviews and interviews, constitute 
an important resource for researchers.  They are a major source of 
information for cultural news, events, performances, workshops 
and seminars, and they reflect a wide range of public opinion on 
these issues.  The ARCE Newspaper Clippings project involves 
collecting these features and making them available for research to 
scholars.  This project was started in 1984.  Today there are over 
7600 cuttings available.  In addition there are a couple of thousand 
offprints and articles from journals.61 

 
The newsletter went on to describe how the project worked: 

 
…cuttings are culled from major national dailies…The Times of 
India, The Hindu and The Telegraph while the Sunday Observer 
and The Indian Express are scanned on a weekly basis…Staff and 
users bring in clippings/cuttings from other newspapers and 
magazines.62   

 
 To preserve these fragile materials, the ARCE sorted them separately in folders 
segregated from other research materials to prevent contamination by the highly acidic newsprint 
of the clippings and its printing ink.  From time to time folders were inspected, and deteriorated 
clippings were photocopied and re-filed. 
 Clippings were filed under a couple of dozen broad categories with some specific sub-
divisions that were sometimes further sub-divided when the subject matter warranted.  Until an 
index was prepared, users were free to browse, with great care, through the folders.  With 
increasing moves towards computerization of many ARCE operations and with the 1994 
completion of the cultural index by geographic region, it was possible to revamp the clippings 
project to target systematically newspapers and magazines for this critical yet ephemeral 
resource material.63 
 The clippings project represented another way that ARCE was identifying, organizing 
and making accessible valuable information on India’s musical heritage and cultural scene and 
integrating it into the larger resource base at the Center.  It was another example of ARCE’s 
functioning under American direction with American funding but entirely staffed by Indians as a 
unique and exemplary resource center where humanistic and social science approaches joined to 
focus on an important developing scholarly field for India and the world. 
 
 7. Major Research Projects Associated with ARCE 
 Unlike the AIIS Center for Art and Archaeology the ARCE did not generate and carry 
out its own major research projects.  It did, however, facilitate and provide support as well as 
basic archival resources to individuals who were engaged in research projects.  Two such 
research projects are described below 
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  a. Arnold A. Baké Restudy Project 
 In the November 1982 Proposal to the Smithsonian Institution, Nazir Jairazbhoy (Chair 
of the Committee on Ethnomusicology) wrote that a project he was considering was 

 
…the retracing of the route followed by A. A. Baké in his 
musicological expedition in India during 1938-39…with a view to 
adding documentation for ARCE and determining the kinds of 
changes that have taken place [in the 46 years] since that time.64 

 
 Jairazbhoy received an AIIS Short Term Senior Fellowship to carry out a restudy from 1 
February to 1 May 1984 of much of the South Indian segment of Baké’s historic journey.  Using 
the Pune ARCE’s jeep, and assisted by UCLA ethnomusicologist Amy Catlin (a specialist on 
South Indian classical music) and for short periods by members of the ARCE staff 
(Swaminathan, Bandiwedeker, and Umashankar), Jairazbhoy followed Baké’s footsteps (but in 
reverse sequence) from Pune south through Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Kerala, and back up the 
west coast to Goa and thence back to Pune.   The primary purpose of the 1984 expedition was: 

 
…to retrace Baké’s steps in order to determine the kind and degree 
of musical change that had taken place in South India during the 
past forty-six years by attempting to rerecord the same items as in 
the Baké collection.  Two other purposes were to acquire more 
information about Arnold’s recordings and his field trip, and to 
give copies of his recordings to the original performers, their 
families, or their communities and to leave a copy in ARCE for 
those interested in further research.65 

 
 Jairazbhoy explained that the actual Restudy fieldwork had to be limited to some three 
months for practical reasons.  Still 

 
…over a year was spent at UCLA familiarizing ourselves with 
Arnold’s field materials, carrying out library research on the 
various communities he had encountered, planning details of the 
trip, acquiring fieldwork equipment, reconstructing the route of the 
Baké route, informing them of the Bakés’ original fieldwork as 
well as our Restudy, and requesting their assistance in locating 
musicians relevant to it.  Our requests were undoubtedly much 
more specific than Arnold Baké’s had been, and not being the 
period of the British Raj, our letters evoked little response -- as we 
discovered as we arrived at each new venue.  Very few of those 
contacted had made the kind of advance preparation that must have 
been fairly characteristic of Arnold’s research.  Nevertheless, we 
did receive a great deal of help from several Indian scholars after 
we arrived; indeed, without them, there would have been no 
Restudy.66 

 
 The Restudy team was challenged even in identifying Baké’s route.  Since India’s 
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independence in 1947 provincial borders changed, names of places de-anglicized, and places 
(formally villages) absorbed into spreading urban areas.  The names of some communities were 
“upgraded” from earlier designations considered derogatory.  The team’s detective work, 
however, was generally successful and resulted in a tour of 5,000 kilometers in three months.  In 
general, “…in view of the drastic political and social changes that had taken place since 
Arnold’s original field trip, it is not surprising that we found many changes both in the music and 
in the context of performance and its patronage.”67 
 The methodology of the restudy was “…to attempt to locate the original performers, their 
descendants, or at least members of their communities, to play back the 1938 recordings in order 
to elicit responses concerning these items, especially concerning stability and change, and 
whenever possible to re-record the same items.”68 
 Jairazbhoy reported that 

 
We have encountered diverse reactions.  On the one hand, 

some have been thrilled by the voices from the past, while at the 
other extreme, on one or two occasions people seemed to be 
threatened by the sounds from the past.  On the whole we have 
been attended by enormous good fortune, such as arriving in 
Kanyakumari by sheer chance on the eve of Shasta’s birthday, 
while in search of villupattu performances of the Shasta story. 

We have been greeted everywhere with the utmost 
consideration and have received co-operation from too many 
people to be listed here.  We have found some traditions 
unchanged, and many others either drastically changed or 
completely forgotten by all but the elders of the community.  
Nevertheless, we have been able to re-record a large number of the 
Baké items and to obtain more detailed information for those items 
as well as others.69 

 
Details of the tour appeared in Jairazbhoy’s The Baké Restudy…, an “ethnographic video 

monograph” published in 1991.70  In the 101 pages of introduction and ethnographic and 
interpretive notes Jairazbhoy said that he and Catlin 

 
…both feel it is the scholar’s responsibility to set the stage and to 
let the viewer see as much as possible of the methodology of the 
research as well as the background and preparation for the project, 
so that the viewer understands clearly the biases involved in the 
interpretive document that results.71 

 
He further noted that the one-hour videotape accompanying the monograph with its 48-

page “Video Script and Narration” (prepared by Jairazbhoy and Catlin) “…is a distillation of 34 
hours of raw video footage shot in 1984 and nearly nine hours of Arnold’s 16mm film.”72  Then 
he explained 

 
This videotape is not a purely descriptive document comparing our 
findings with those of Arnold.  We have organized the data, not 
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chronologically, but with the intent of highlighting particular 
issues which we believe are critical to a study of continuity and 
change.  In the process, we propose several hypotheses, some 
hinted at in Arnold’s writings, but developed further here.  It has 
been a challenge to communicate these intellectual ideas in video 
format.73 

 
 In conclusion, the Restudy team described changes they found.  Some were slow and 
evolutionary, as for example in group songs sung by community members for the community 
itself rather than for an audience of some kind.  Some reflected in their words “…technological 
advances, like the groom arriving by motorcar or bus in place of the traditional horseback.”74  
But one major change they discerned and focused on was a different kind of change, 

 
…one which has structural implications and, at least potentially, is 
likely to affect the status quo in which certain regional performing 
traditions have existed for some time.  We have attempted to 
isolate four types of processes, two of which, festivalization and 
institutionalization, refer to contexts which, if not necessarily 
entirely new, are at present having a significant impact on the 
performing arts.  The other two processes, classicization and 
modernization, are responses to these context as well as to the 
growing influence of mass media.75 

 
All in all this major research project (the Arnold A. Baké Restudy Project) carried out in 

association with the ARCE during the Center’s very first years posed a number of stimulating 
questions for further research while adding valuable materials to the ARCE’s archives and to the 
practice of ethnomusicology in India.  Jairazbhoy and Catlin made several more trips to retrace 
further segments of the Baké expedition with one in 1995 covering the Saurashtra and Gujarat 
areas.   
 
  b. Ethnographic Atlas of Musical Traditions of Rajasthan 
 The second major research project associated with the ARCE was the ethnographic atlas 
of the musical traditions of Rajasthan designed by Daniel Neuman (University of Washington) 
who became Chair of the AIIS Committee on Ethnomusicology in January 1985 at the end of 
Jairazbhoy’s term.  Neuman was awarded an AIIS Faculty Research Fellowship for 1989-90 to 
collect and track data on the social, cultural, and musical traditions of western Rajasthan.  Taking 
the perspective of cultural geography, Neuman planned to map aspects of these traditions in 
order to prepare an ethnographic atlas. 
 Beginning in four districts -- Jaisalmer, Barmer, Jalor and Jodhpur -- Neuman, in 
collaboration with Komal Kothari, Director of the Rajasthani Rupayan Sansthan (Folklore 
Institute), conducted fieldwork to gather data on musicians, their patrons, and their villages.  
Detailed sociological data such as caste, subcaste, and marriage patterns were gathered as well as 
the musical repertoires, genres, instruments, and performance contexts. 
 The ARCE created a computer database for this material.  District maps were made using 
special digitizer and mapping software and based on 1981 Census of India outlines.  In the 
second year (1990-91) of the project Nagur and Bikaner districts were added to the study, and 
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sub-district, i.e. tehsil, maps of the six districts were made.  In addition ARCE made detailed 
maps of all twenty-six districts in Rajasthan State. 
 Computerized data on over 2,300 hereditary musicians in 1,300 villages in which 
musicians and patrons lived were entered into the maps.  The resulting musical atlas showed 
distribution of musicians and their subcastes plus distribution of musical instruments, 
supplemented by photographs as well as audio and video recordings made by Neuman. 
 The publication was prepared by Neuman, Komal Kothari and Shubha Chaudhuri. In 
March 1995 the manuscript was well under way.  Recordings generated in the course of this 
project became part of the ARCE archives and constituted a valuable contribution it its growing 
collection.  The Atlas would be a model for regional cultural geography in India and an 
exemplary instance of collaboration between American and Indian scholars and institutions.76 
 Using the Atlas of Rajasthan’s Musical Traditions as a model, a 1991 proposal for a 
broader “Atlas of Performing Arts of India” was developed.  This involved field research and 
collecting of performing arts traditions with a focus to begin on Gujarat.  Such a project was 
discussed at the University of Wisconsin South Asia Conference in October 1991 that considered 
inviting contributions from scholars all over the world who were concerned with South Asian 
performing arts.  Since the major focus of the project was India, it was suggested that ARCE was 
suitable as the coordinating institution for this project.  It remained to be seen what would come 
from this proposal and ARCE’s role in it.77 
 
  c. Other ARCE Research Projects 
 In 1982-84 ARCE Research Assistants in Pune and New Delhi carried out two special 
pilot projects.  First, the Pune staff surveyed the musical traditions associated with the annual 
Varkari Panth pilgrimage in Maharashtra when some 500,000 devotees of Vithoba went on foot 
to Pandharpur singing bhajans all the way.  Second, the New Delhi ARCE staff carried out a 
preliminary survey of the musical practices connected with Sufi shrines in and around Delhi.78  
The ARCE itself did not inaugurate any further research projects such as these.  Rather, the staff 
jobs had been defined as facilitating and supporting the work of visiting scholars.  As part of 
such support, it was proposed in November 1982 that the ARCE Archivist collect information on 
local festivals throughout India with dates and descriptions of the activities at each.79  
Publication of this information was intended to attract both Indian and foreign scholars to the 
documentation of the musical components of these events.  Since the dates of these festivals 
changed from year to year in accordance with the regional lunar calendars, publication of this 
information in the ARCE newsletter would, it was felt, be helpful to scholars.  Such publication 
did not appear to take place, but the ARCE library came to contain much festival information, 
for instance the Census of India’s state-by-state Fairs and Festivals volume and a variety of 
panchangas [almanacs].  
 Over the years other research projects were proposed for future consideration.  One major 
proposal was a project on visual reproduction of musical instrument from old photographs, 
sculptures, and paintings.  The AIIS’ Center for Art and Archaeology already had made an 
extensive collection of depictions of music in Indian sculpture and painting as a result of 
Associate Director (Research) M. A. Dhaky’s personal interest.  Jairazbhoy reported in 1982 that 
many collections of early photographs of Indian musical instruments existed in a number of 
countries, and he proposed acquiring copies of these photographs in order to build another 
resource for this kind of visual documentation of Indian music at the ARCE.  This supplemented 
its collection of films and videos.80 
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 A second research effort was proposed in 1987 by the AIIS’ Indian Advisory Committee 
that recommended that “…serious consideration be given to a History of Indian Music 
Project.”81 However, this ambitious project was modified by the AIIS Executive Committee and 
by the Advisory Committee and became a proposal to develop an “Encyclopedia of Indian Music 
along the lines of the Groves [sic Grove] Encyclopedia [sic: Dictionary] of Music and 
Musicians.”  While nothing more was heard of this grandiose proposal, it reflected the reputation 
and capability the Indian Advisory Committee appeared to ascribe to the ARCE while at the 
same time misunderstanding ARCE’s principal aims of collecting, archiving and facilitating the 
research of others. 
 Belt-tightening in later years caused a reduction in time and resources devoted in the 
ARCE to research projects, but the thirst for these remained. 
 
 8. ARCE Communications, Publications, and Public Relations 
 One of ARCE’s principal aims from the outset had been the stimulation of 
ethnomusicological studies of and in India.  To carry out this aim, ARCE held discussions and 
seminars and encouraged visits of Indian and foreign scholars to use its abundant archival 
resources and its library, characterized in 1991 as “…probably one of the most complete libraries 
(if not the most complete) of the performing arts of India and associated ethnographic works, in 
the world.”82  The ARCE also prepared material for publication such as conference reports and 
an irregular newsletter. 
 
  a. ARCE Communications 
   i. Discussions and Lecture Series 
 From 1983 on ARCE New Delhi held informal discussions for local and visiting 
scholars.  The aim was for small groups to meet at varying intervals and exchange views on their 
areas of interest, and for visiting scholars to present progress reports on their research projects.  
Sometimes the group heard and saw selections from ARCE’s extensive archival collection. 
 From 1982 to 1985, when the main ARCE unit was in Pune, a number of meetings and 
lectures were held there. 
   ii. Workshops and Seminars 
 The first workshop-cum-seminar with ARCE participation was held in Bombay in April 
1984 funded by the Ford Foundation and organized by the National Centre for the Performing 
Arts.  The three-day workshop focused on Audio-Technology and was attended by technicians 
and ethnomusicologists from some thirty Indian institutions.  Jairazbhoy, Catlin, and 
Umashankar (ARCE’s Technical Officer) as well as other ARCE staff members contributed to 
several panels and made important contacts for the ARCE. 
 The first workshop organized by the ARCE, again with Ford Foundation funding, was 
held at ARCE Headquarters in Pune, 24-30 September 1984.  This week-long event, considering 
aspects of documentation and archiving in ethnomusicology; was attended by eleven foreign 
scholars (from five countries) and a large contingent of Indian scholars and technical experts -- 
many from the various cultural institutions that the Ford Foundation had funded.  On behalf of 
ARCE, Ashok Ranade, Vidya Rao, and Shubha Chaudhuri coordinated the event and prepared 
the working papers for publication.  The volume, produced with Ford funding, came out in 
1987.83 

 The ARCE held a major international seminar in New Delhi from 26 December 1986 to 1 
January 1987 at the India International Centre.  This conference on Text, Tone, and Tune -- or 
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sometimes, Texts, Tones and Tunes -- was  organized jointly by Shubha Chaudhuri, ARCE’s 
Associate Director (Research) and Daniel Neuman, Chair of the AIIS Committee on 
Ethnomusicology.  Some fourteen papers were presented and discussed, and eventually twelve of 
these were incorporated into a volume edited by Bonnie C. Wade that came out in 1993.84  
Observers came from the Philippines, Indonesia, and Senegal.  Bangladesh was represented, and 
fifteen observers from all parts of India attended.  Participants and observers represented various 
disciplines.  In Daniel Neuman’s words: 

 
 The heterogeneity of disciplines of these participants 
reflects the pattern of actual use of the Archives and Research 
Centre for Ethnomusicology in India since users have included 
scholars from all disciplines with an interest in performance 
traditions in India, including sociologists, linguists, theater 
specialists, anthropologists, folklorists as well as 
ethnomusicologists.85 

 
  b. ARCE Publications 
   i. Books 
 In addition to two books that resulted from the seminars mentioned above, the ARCE 
envisaged a variety of types of publications.  One such series that had been initiated was of 
“classic” dissertations on Indian music, near-publications regularly used and cited but never 
published beyond the dissertation stage.  The first to be published as a book was Jon Higgins’ 
dissertation, The Music of Bharate Natyam, which he had presented to Wesleyan University for 
his Ph.D. in 1973.  This choice as the inaugural volume in the series was as a memorial to 
Higgins (who died tragically in 1984).  Prepared for publication with the assistance of T. 
Vishvanathan, Higgins’ teacher at Wesleyan, the volume appeared in 1993.86 
 ARCE planned to continue sponsoring publication of other significant but as yet 
unpublished works by scholars in the U.S., the United Kingdom, and India.  For example, it 
hoped to publish Rebecca Stewarts’s UCLA thesis on the history of Tabla that she submitted in 
the 1970s. 
 In another vein it was anticipated that the Ethnographic Atlas of Musical Cultures in 
Western Rajasthan (the exact title remained to be decided), co-authored by Daniel Neuman, 
Komal Kothari, and Shubha Chaudhuri, might soon see the light of day.  However, as of 1995 
while it reached some 130 pages of manuscript, delays in its completion were due to the illness 
of Komal Kothari. 
 
   ii. Newsletter 
 From the beginning of the ARCE it was intended that its activities should be widely 
reported through a newsletter.  Accordingly, the Center started Samvadi: Newsletter of the 
ARCE.  Ashok Ranade edited the first issue that came out in September 1984.  “Samvadi” means 
“con-sonant” or “harmonious” – an appropriate title for a publication from this institution. 
 Two more issues in 1985 were edited by Shubha Chaudhuri who was appointed ARCE’s 
Assistant Director (Research) after Ranade’s resignation in October 1984.  However, in 1986 the 
GOI’s Ministry of Home Affairs insisted that the AIIS register under the Foreign Contributions 
Regulation Act even though, as an American institution duly incorporated in the United States, 
the funds it received from U.S. agencies should not be construed as “foreign contributions.”  In 
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order to continue receiving U.S. funds, the AIIS complied with the Ministry’s directive.  
Registration under this Act prohibited institutions that received “foreign” funds from bringing 
out any printed newsletter or journal in India.  Thus the AIIS was forced to suspend publication 
of its own AIIS Quarterly Newsletter as well as Samvadi.87  By the end of 1987 the GOI 
amended its regulations so that newsletters such as those of the AIIS could be resumed.88   
 Samvadi began again in the summer of 1988 with Shubha Chaudhuri as editor.  The new 
issue had ARCE Newsletter as its main title and Samvadi as sub-title, as if to distinguish itself 
from the previous version.  However the newsletter continued to be referred to as Samvadi.  
Produced with desktop publishing software, the newsletter was sent to over 800 scholars and 
institutions all over the world.  It included interviews with scholars, specialized bibliographies, 
information on the latest archival collection deposits, reports on meetings and projects, and the 
like.  Its importance lay in the contacts it made with scholars who might have collections that 
could be acquired by the ARCE because ARCE depended heavily on outside contacts for its 
acquisitions.  The reputation of the ARCE was greatly enhanced by the quality and spread of this 
informative newsletter. 
 
  c. ARCE Public Relations 
 In the middle of its second decade of operation the American Institute of Indian Studies’ 
ARCE appeared to be achieving its multi-faceted goals of stimulating the study and practice of 
ethnomusicology in India; building a world-class resource center of audio, video, and printed 
materials, demonstrating through workshops and discussion groups the latest technical advances 
in archiving, retrieval, and preservation; and maintaining a welcoming atmosphere for scholars 
who wished to visit the Center to hear, see, read, ask questions, and request copies of needed 
materials for teaching or research. 
 Of particular significance were the increasing numbers of scholarly visits made to the 
New Delhi facility.  From March 1994 to February 1995, for example, 202 individuals were 
assisted in a variety of ways, with the most visitors coming to consult the library.  In 1992-94 
users represented eleven countries as follows:  India - 48; USA - 33; Canada - 4; U.K. - 4; 
Germany - 3; Netherlands - 3; Australia - 2; Japan - 2; Hungary - 2; Malaysia - 1; and France - 1. 
These visitors represented a variety of disciplines including ethnomusicology and musicology, 
music and dance performance, anthropology, folkloristics, professional journalism, and film-
making. 
 The fact that a large number of users were Indian was a source of satisfaction to ARCE’s 
American funding agencies that felt such an institution should not only meet the needs of 
American research in India but also make distinctive contributions to the host country.  ARCE 
assuredly accomplished both aims. 
 In the course of both publicizing the existence and goals of the ARCE and learning of 
new techniques and approaches for use in New Delhi, the ARCE’s Director, Shubha Chaudhuri, 
accepted invitations to conferences throughout the world where she met a host of specialists.  
Her wide travels included several meetings in the U.K. and the U.S., conferences in Australia in 
1987, both in Canberra and Melbourne, and meetings in Austria in 1989 and Berlin in 1993.  
Other gatherings she attended were in India, such as the UNESCO seminar in New Delhi in 
1986.  Chaudhuri gained the distinction of representing India on the Board of the prestigious 
International Council for Traditional Music. 
 
 9. Ethnomusicology in India and ARCE’s Role 
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 According to Jairazbhoy 
 
…the term ‘ethnomusicology’ has had a negative connotation to 
some scholars who tend to associate ethno – with ethnic, and 
interpret ethnomusicology as being limited to the study of the 
music of tribal and ‘low caste’ ethnic groups, and thus, like the 
pejorative word, primitive (implying ‘simple’ or ‘rude’) is 
demeaning to those cultural traditions.89   

 
Post-independence concerns with the arts on the part of the Government of India involved 
establishment of such institutions as the Sangeet Natak Akademi (with both Central and State 
branches) to preserve and develop India’s performing arts and for these purposes to foster 
research and revive ailing traditions.90  This activity helped to provide the context for the 
eventual development of ethnomusicology in India.  However, in Jairazbhoy’s words, 

 
Underlying the Akademi’s purposes was a deeper motive, that the 
arts could and should serve to enhance the cultural unity of the 
country.91 

 
Thus, for example, performers of regional traditions were lifted out of context every year to 
parade at Republic Day celebrations in New Delhi.  The Akademi’s wide-ranging agenda 
planned to include audio and visual recording of regional traditions in situ, and initially its State 
branches were charged with the effort.  But limited resources and the problems of importing 
necessary equipment severely limited the realization of this agenda.  Where attempted, accurate 
documentation and plans for preservation of the aural and visual documents left a lot to be 
desired.92 
 While Government organizations did not appear to have been particularly eager to avail 
themselves of the experience of the American Institute’s ARCE, non-government institutions 
such as the National Centre for the Performing Arts (NCPA) in Bombay and the Rupayan 
Sansthan in Rajasthan showed more interest in learning from; and cooperating with, the ARCE.  
The NCPA, which was formed in 1966 by the Sir Dorab Tata Trust, and the private folklore 
institute in Rajasthan (Rupayan Sansthan) had both been recipients of substantial Ford 
Foundation grants for equipment and supplies for documentation and preservation operations.  
The NCPA focused on high-quality recordings of classical music and, with an excellent 
laboratory, was greatly concerned with problems of preservation.  While the NCPA and the 
ARCE collaborated in 1984 in organizing an important workshop when Ashok Ranade was 
ARCE’s Associate Director (Research), a new bridge to the ARCE was made during the years 
that Ranade spent supervising NCPA’s research activities.  In the early 1990s ARCE had an 
ongoing and lively connection with the Rupayan Sansthan (until it ceased operation) through the 
Ethnographic Atlas of Musical Traditions in Rajasthan.  As Jairazbhoy related, 

 
There are signs…that the term ethnomusicology and its 
implications are beginning to receive acceptance in the country 
with the founding of the Centre for Ethnomusicology in Madras (S. 
A. K. Durga [a Wesleyan University Ph.D.]) and the Rajasthani 
Society for Ethnomusicology (U. B. Mathur, Hon. Secretary).93 
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 It appeared that the ARCE had carved out a special niche in India’s scholarly life.  It 
made every effort to work with existing Indian institutions, supplementing and complementing 
their own operations.  While there might have been a certain envy over the money and 
equipment that the ARCE obtained from such agencies as the Smithsonian Institution and the 
Ford Foundation, ARCE’s openness, accessibility, and readiness to cooperate; and its expressed 
intention to build a permanent facility that would add to India’s intellectual and cultural life 
could not be criticized.  Helping to identify, preserve, and make accessible the often fragile and 
ephemeral treasures of India’s performance traditions was a worthy and ongoing successful 
enterprise. 
 Of great significance was the ARCE’s role in returning to India, after all these years, 
through modern copying techniques hundreds of unique audio and film records of performances 
made long ago.  While having been taken out of India mainly because of lack of adequate 
copying facilities at the time rather than because of any desire to “loot” India’s cultural heritage, 
the ARCE’s efforts to re-unite these priceless artifacts in one place in India constituted a signal 
contribution both to India and to the international scholarly community. 
 The American Institute of Indian Studies had good cause to be proud of its 
ethnomusicology center.  In Committee Chair Wade’s words: 

 
The ARCE is proceeding apace with fulfilling its primary 
objectives.  As an archive, it receives contributions from scholars 
in the field from around the world.  As a research center its 
holdings and library comprise a world class research center for the 
study of Indian performing arts.  As an entity it continues to 
stimulate the study of ethnomusicology in India, sponsoring 
seminars and a publication series, providing facilities and other 
aids to scholars and researchers in India.94 
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CHAPTER VI. AIIS ACADEMIC OPERATIONS IN INDIA 
 
VI. E. AIIS-SPONSORED MEETINGS, SEMINARS, AND CONFERENCES 

1. Introduction 
 The Institute’s founders and early leaders modeled the new organization on the venerable 
American overseas research centers in Athens, Greece; Rome, Italy, and other places.  The AIIS 
was to have, if possible, a residential campus with appropriate infrastructure such as a library 
and meeting rooms.  W. Norman Brown, who supervised every detail of the developing Institute, 
envisaged an academic collegial atmosphere where Fellows could spend considerable time with 
each other while carrying out their individual research projects.  For those who carried out 
research in far-flung corners of India he devised a variety of mechanisms to bring Fellows 
together periodically in the rich and diverse educational atmosphere of Poona where the Institute 
built its headquarters.  Along with annual meetings on its borrowed campus at Deccan College, 
the Institute’s Regional Centers organized events in those locations to enable Fellows to meet 
each other and interact with their Indian counterparts. 
 In addition to holding general meetings of various kinds during its first decade, the 
Institute later determined, when funds permitted, to sponsor conferences and seminars on 
specific topics.  These will be discussed in the following sections. 
 
 2. Annual Meetings of AIIS Fellows, Poona: 1964-70 
 AIIS operations in India began in August 1962 with the appointment of Executive Officer 
D. D. Karve and the opening of headquarters’ offices on the Deccan College campus in buildings 
leased from the college.  Within a couple of months over two dozen newly-selected Fellows had 
arrived to carry out their research projects.  Some stayed in Poona while others fanned out across 
the country. 
 Apart from a small seminar on Indian philosophy held in October 1963, no meetings of 
Fellows were held until February 1964.  During that month the Institute was formally 
inaugurated and dedicated.  In conjunction with that ceremony a meeting of AIIS Fellows was 
held on the Deccan College campus on 8 February 1964.  This meeting, called “Mid-Year Round 
Tables on Research in Progress,” consisted of presentations by twenty-seven scholars from that 
year’s group of forty-five Faculty and Junior Fellows.  The papers were organized under four 
general heads: politics, language and linguistics, social organization, and humanities.  Each 
Fellow was asked to present his or her project, discuss successes and failures during its initial 
phase, and seek assistance from other colleagues.  Following presentation of reports on their 
individual research projects, the Fellows joined Institute Officers to discuss “The AIIS: Present 
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and Future.”  The Resident Director, McCrea Hazlett, “entertained the officers and fellows with 
their wives at tea.” For several years the convention persisted of referring to Fellows as if all 
were male; in 1963-64 eight of the forty-five were actually female.1 

The whole exercise was deemed to be a great success, and plans were made to repeat 
such sessions the following year.  The first “Annual Meeting of Fellows” had in effect been held. 

The second Annual Meeting was held over two days, 14 and 15 January 1965.  President 
W. Norman Brown and other officers introduced the program with an overall report on the 
Institute’s past and its proposed development as well as an evaluation of the current program.   
An open discussion of problems and suggestions for future policy was built into the program that 
also consisted of Fellows’ presentations.  In 1965 forty of that year’s group of fifty-three Fellows 
reported on their work in six separate panels covering classical literature and the humanities, 
current politics, linguistics and modern literature, economics, history, and anthropology.  The 
panels were organized in sequence so that all Fellows could attend all of them and be exposed to 
the full range of subjects being researched. 

 The Annual Report for 1964-65 described the Institute’s rationale for bringing its 
Fellows together -- at considerable expense to the AIIS -- for a collegial event on the Institute’s 
campus.  In this excerpt Resident Director Richard Lambert underscored some of the 
shortcomings also encountered: 

 
On January 14 and 15, 1965, the second annual meeting of 

the Fellows was held in Poona.  The agenda…comprised a general 
meeting at which the current state and progress of the Institute 
were presented, followed by a long discussion period to enable the 
Fellows to make suggestions and express any grievances.  There 
was in addition a set of research seminars divided by fields in 
which the Fellows discussed their research.  Summaries of the 
current state of their research and their future plans were collected 
beforehand, mimeographed, and distributed.  It is felt that this, like 
the similar meeting at the time of the inauguration, was a highly 
successful venture.  It caught the Fellows early enough in their 
research projects for them still to be amenable to suggestions, and 
late enough for them to have found out fairly well what was and 
was not possible.  It also gave them an opportunity to see what 
other people in related fields were doing.  The one drawback to the 
arrangements was the housing accommodations.  While the quality 
of the housing was in general satisfactory, it was necessary to 
house the Fellows and their dependents in three or four different 
places in Poona.  This meant that except at the actual time of the 
meetings on the campus of the Deccan College, the Fellows had 
very few opportunities to mix freely except for those who 
happened to share the same housing accommodation.  For this 
reason it has been suggested that the meeting next year be held 
somewhere other than Poona where a single residential 
arrangement can be made, perhaps in New Delhi…My general 
recommendation on this matter is that the sessions continue to be 
held in Poona, but that some kind of arrangement be worked out to 



VI. E.  AIIS-SPONSORED MEETINGS, SEMINARS, AND CONFERENCES 
 

- 553 - 

provide more opportunities for Fellows to mingle.2 
 
 From the beginning in 1964 the Annual Meetings of Fellows was timed to coincide with 
a meeting of the blue-ribbon Indian Advisory Committee.  This gave the eminent Indian scholars 
on the IAC and Institute Fellows good opportunities to meet each other at the scheduled social 
events. 
 The third (28-29 January 1966) and the fourth (13-14 January 1967) Annual Meetings 
were held in Poona and proceeded along the lines of the first two.  The third saw presentations 
from forty-five of that year’s fifty Fellows, and the fourth included reports from forty-six of that 
year’s forty-eight grantees. 
 Resident Director Thomas Simons reported after the third Annual Meeting that 

 
There was a consensus that the annual Meeting could have been 
extended one more day so as to permit the scheduling of fewer 
seminars simultaneously and thus to provide more discussion time 
at meetings and allow Fellows to attend more seminars in other 
fields.3 

 
That did not come about, however, and the fourth meeting followed the established pattern. 
 The fifth meeting in 1968 included thirty-one reports from that year’s batch of thirty-six 
Fellows (usually some Fellows were on Short Term grants and not in India at the time of the 
meeting).  For this meeting Resident Director Thomas Simons reported that questions were 
asked about the timing, and indeed about the usefulness, of these Annual Meetings.  In Simon’s 
words, 

 
It is true that some Fellows favor the Meeting as an opportunity for 
all Fellows to meet one another as well as the President and 
Treasurer of the Institute.  Other Fellows, however, feel that the 
Meeting comes too early, and Fellows are not really prepared to 
discuss the progress and problems related to their research.  Some 
find that the Meetings conflict with other meetings which they 
consider vital to their research.  Others assert that the Meeting is 
too short and the projects so varied that they derive little benefit 
from them  Still other Fellows who have attended both Annual 
Meetings and regional seminars --  the latter held later in the year -
- have advised using the regional seminars and omitting the 
Annual Meeting.  This advice is worth serious consideration.4 

 
By 1969 only twenty-eight Fellows were chosen to go to India on account of financial 

constraints and Government of India strictures.  Of these, twenty-four presented reports at the 11 
and 12 February 1969 Sixth Annual Meeting.  Also in 1969 at the 3 May AIIS Planning 
Conference held at Timber Cove in California some Trustee delegates offered a resolution to 
eliminate these annual meetings altogether; however the resolution was defeated.5 

 On March 3 and 4, 1970 the Seventh Annual Meeting was held on the Deccan College 
campus in Poona along with a meeting of the Indian Advisory Committee on 3 March.  Of the 
thirty Fellows reported to be in India at that time, twenty attended and presented reports in three 
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discipline-structured panels.  President W. Norman Brown gave a review of the Institute’s 
development and current program, and Acting Director D. D. Karve described administrative 
matters for the assembled Fellows.  This 1970 get-together proved to be the last Annual Meeting 
of Fellows ever held. 
 The new Resident Director, Robert J. Miller, arrived in India in September 1970 but set 
up his office in New Delhi -- the first act in the move of the entire Institute headquarters 
operations out of Poona and to New Delhi.  In Miller’s report for 1970-71 he stated that, 

 
No Annual Meeting of Fellows was held in 1970-71.  Delays in the 
arrival of Fellows made such a meeting undesirable to those 
already in India, and unproductive as the year developed.6 

 
The next year Miller again reported that no Annual Meeting of Fellows was held, explaining that 

 
As in the previous year, arrivals of Fellows were stretched out, 
some delayed by [Indo-Pakistani] war-time interruptions [in 
December 1971] of transport; others arrived shortly before the 
outbreak of the war.7 

 
Thus the tradition, begun in 1964, of structured Annual Meetings of Fellows in a campus setting 
came to an end in 1971.  In 1988 Director Mehendiratta drafted a Five-Year Plan for the Institute 
in which he proposed a revival of the Annual Meetings of Fellows.  He suggested that it be on a 
regional rather than a national basis, presumably with meetings at the several Regional Centers. 
However this proposal was never implemented.8 
 The year 1971 also saw W. Norman Brown’s retirement on 30 June 1971 from the 
Institute’s presidency after a ten-year tenure of the post.  He was succeeded by Ainslie Embree 
who held the post for the next two years.  In the context of Government of India requirements 
after 1972 that foreign educational institutions in India be administered on the ground by 
Indians, the custom of having American Senior Fellows run the Regional Centers came to an 
end, as did the practice of having an American Resident Director.  Thus after Robert Miller’s 
two-year tenure ended in June 1972, D. D. Karve, who had been named Co-Director in the 
Poona office, continued as Co-Director until June 1973, the day that Edward C. Dimock, Jr. 
succeeded Embree as the Institute’s third president.  By then all headquarters’ operations in India 
were transferred from the Poona campus setting to the New Delhi administrative office in 
Defence Colony with no in-India American directors. 
 
 3. AIIS Conferences and Seminars: 1963-72 
 In accordance with W. Norman Brown’s vision, the Institute was promoted as a 
centralized outpost in India of American Indological and South Asian studies with headquarters 
on the Deccan College campus in Poona and academic branches in three major Indian cities that 
would function as centers of intellectual interaction between the local community of AIIS 
Fellows and their Indian counterparts.  When reality set in after the first decade or so, it became 
clear that a large number of Fellows would actually pursue their research in many places other 
than Poona, New Delhi, Calcutta and Madras.  Nevertheless, for the early years these cities did 
host sizeable numbers of Fellows and made it realistic for the Institute to hold as one of its 
functions the cultivation of relations between its Fellows and members of the local surrounding 
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Indian intellectual and cultural community.  As Resident Director Simons put it in the mid-
1960s: 

 
The Institute aims to participate in scholarly developments within 
India, and its Fellows, while in India, keep in touch with Indian 
educational institutions and Indian colleagues.  The Institute 
believes, however, that sporadic contacts are not enough to assure 
greater cross-fertilization of ideas and thinking within the 
community of Indian and American scholars.  Since its 
establishment in India, therefore, the Institute has sought to 
develop a program to bring together Indian and American scholars 
engaged in the common pursuit of Indian studies.9 

 
To carry out such intentions, formal interaction had begun in 1963-64 with the appointment of 
Senior Fellows in New Delhi and Calcutta.  These were scholars who had received Institute 
grants for research purposes but who agreed to function, upon payment of an addition to their 
grants, as administrators of AIIS Regional Centers.  The burden of this extra chore was not 
always worth the additional money; indeed it often interfered with the scholar’s research project. 
The first Senor Fellow was the anthropologist David Mandelbaum, appointed to the New Delhi 
Regional Center in 1963.  One of his first actions was the organization, in cooperation with the 
University of Delhi, of a small conference on anthropology in the winter of 1963.  In addition he 
initiated and hosted a series of monthly dinner meetings for Institute Fellows and Indian scholars 
at the India International Centre.  After Mandelbaum’s departure in 1964, such events languished 
for several years for lack of an activist Senior Fellow. 
 In 1967, with Institute financial support and organizational facilities, Lloyd and Susanne 
Rudolph led a conference on “Education and Politics in India” on 28-30 June.  In April 1968 
Institute Fellows, in cooperation with the University of Delhi, organized a seminar on current 
trends in Indian linguistics. 
 The Calcutta Regional Center under its first Senior Fellow, Edward C. Dimock, Jr., 
organized a program of seminars “which would allow American researchers in the Calcutta area 
to get together periodically and discuss amongst themselves and with Indian scholars working in 
the same field their research problems and tentative results.”10  In seven months Dimock led 
seven seminars on a variety of topics thereby introducing the AIIS to a cross-section of Calcutta 
scholars.  It was time-consuming and intruded substantially upon his own research. 
 Succeeding Senior Fellows were less enthusiastic about holding such seminars and felt 
that they interfered too much with their research.  Thus apparently only two seminars were held 
between late 1964 and 1966.  In that year Rachel van Meter, who was a student of W. Norman 
Brown at Penn and became a specialist on modern Bengali literature, assumed the post of Senior 
Fellow.  She managed to do exactly what Brown had envisaged and hosted discussion groups 
that brought together Institute Fellows and Indian scholars.  Seemingly tirelessly, van Meter over 
the year of her fellowship invited some eighty prominent Bengali scholars to attend various AIIS 
functions.  Brown lauded her efforts, saying 

These seminars became well-known among Calcutta scholars, 
some of whom came to speak of them as “Dr. van Meter’s 
Salon’.11 
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 Van Meter’s successor was Katherine Diehl who organized in June 1968 two well-
received large-scale Institute conferences on “16th to 19th Century Library Resources in the 
Calcutta Area” with a third seminar to survey similar library resources in Orissa. 
 The last three Calcutta Senior Fellows -- between 1969 and 1972 -- apparently did not 
organize any formal AIIS events. 
 The Institute had early on intended to set up a Regional Center in Madras, but the 
Government of India withheld permission for its establishment despite Milton Singer’s 
appointment as Senior Fellow for a three-month period (December 1963 - March 1964) and 
considerable pressure from the Indian Advisory Committee.  The Madras Center was finally 
approved in 1967 and inaugurated on 24 May 1968.  Almost immediately (on 14 and 15 June 
1968) the new Center sponsored a seminar on “Problems of Social and Cultural Change in South 
India.”  One more seminar took place in early 1972 when Senior Fellow Mahadev Apte led a 
seminar for linguists from many southern Indian institutions. It addressed the subject 
“Bilingualism in South India.”  No further events were organized by the Madras Regional 
Center. Within a few months the position of Senior Fellow was eliminated in the wake of the 
general GOI-imposed restrictions on academic meetings organized by foreign institutions.  From 
1972 on the Madras Center was reduced to being an administrative unit of the AIIS.  Thus it had 
had only about five years of existence as an academic meeting ground of American and Indian 
scholars. 
 The Poona Center -- both as AIIS headquarters and as Regional Center -- had not been 
the site of many academic events other than as host of the Annual Meetings of Fellows.  A small 
seminar on the “Chronology of Ajanta Cave Art” was held in 1971.  In January 1972 Eleanor 
Zelliot arranged a workshop on “Cult, Devi, and Saint - Contemporary Religion in Maharashtra.” 
After that no other academic event took place at the Poona Regional Center until the Archives 
and Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) organized a week-long workshop on 
documentation and archiving in September 1984. 
 Apart from these seminars and workshops held under the auspices of the Regional 
Centers, one other seminar worthy of mention was on the Kutiyattam form of classical Indian 
dance-drama organized on 2 and 3 June 1966 by Clifford Jones and held at the Kalamandalam in 
Kerala.  It was attended by hereditary practitioners of the art as well as by a number of scholars. 
 In 1969 W. Norman Brown delivered his lengthy “Perspective” at the Timber Cove 
Conference and lamented that 

 
Another of the Institute’s not fully fulfilled hopes concerns 
Seminars and Conferences.  There have been a number of these, 
but not as many as would possibly have been worthwhile.  The 
reason has been partly inadequate funds, but also partly lack of 
proposals for such Seminars and Conferences.  Fellows generally 
have been too busy with their own research to interrupt it for group 
conferences without initiative and planning on the part of 
Fellows.12 

 
 Brown’s enthusiasm for seminars and conferences was not shared by many Trustees who 

felt that Fellows went to India primarily to carry out their own research projects and could not 
afford the time and energy to promote the Institute through such events.  It was felt that, as 
individuals, Fellows already met and discussed their projects with local Indian counterparts and 
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through them learned of local research projects.  Therefore the structured mechanisms urged by 
the Institute were not necessary and were in fact time consuming and inconsistent with their 
individual goals.  Promotion of the Institute was felt to be the job of the organization’s officers 
and administrators rather than of the Fellows. 

The resolution of this argument came in 1972 in the midst of the radical reorganization of 
the Institute affairs then taking place in both India and the United States.  It was not a decision 
primarily made by the Institute itself but was imposed on it by the Government of India that 
banned all such events put on by foreign educational institutions.  The ban remained in effect 
through the difficult days of the early 1970s and was not lifted until late in the decade when 
Indo-American relations warmed up a bit after the end of Indira Gandhi’s “Emergency.” 

 
4. AIIS Conferences and Seminars after 1978 

 The end of the “Emergency” in March 1977 led to a conciliatory GOI approach to 
Institute operations in India.  As we saw above, the Government of India solved the “Benares 
Problem” in 1978 by approving the establishment of the AIIS’ Center for Art and Archaeology 
that had, in fact, existed unofficially since 1969 when the Institute absorbed the American 
Academy of Benares.  This was followed by GOI permission to foreign groups to hold meetings 
of various kinds.  One of the first was a seminar on “Manuscript Material in Bengal” held at the 
Calcutta Regional Center.  The Institute then collaborated with the Central Institute of Hindi and 
Jamia Millia Islamia on a seminar on “Hindi/Urdu Lexicography.”  
 As soon as the GOI permitted meetings organized by foreign educational institutions, the 
newly-recognized Center for Art and Archaeology (CAA) in Banaras/Varanasi began to plan 
some ambitious conferences.  These were on the model of four impressive seminars put on by 
the former American Academy of Benares in 1966 and 1967.  Within the years of 1979 and 1980 
the Center organized three international seminars: on Harappan civilizations; Indian epigraphy; 
and the ancient culture of Mathura.  Later in December 1989 the CAA organized another major 
international conference called “Perceptions of India’s Past and Present to Modern Times.” 
(Details are given in Chapter VI.C. on the CAA). 
 A number of other AIIS-sponsored seminars covering many disciplines and subjects took 
place during the affluent 1980s.  Many were co-sponsored with other organizations, for example, 
with the Ford Foundation.  Among these was the 1980 symposium on Joseph E. Schwartzberg’s 
Historical Atlas of South Asia.  This followed the Ford-funded distribution by the AIIS of this 
monumental work (after a suitable compromise was reached with the GOI regarding Kashmir 
boundaries) to selected Indian institutions.  The Institute also partially supported the 
International Seminar on the “Process in India and the U.S.” held in September-October 1981 at 
Punjab University in Patiala; a workshop on “Status, Class, and Dominance: Patterns of Politico-
Economic Change in Modern India” held in 1983; and a seminar on “Trade Routes and Patterns 
of Commerce in India circa 700-1200 A.D.” also held in 1983. 
 Under the auspices of the AIIS’ second research center -- the Archives and Research 
Center for Ethnomusicology established in 1982 -- two large-scale events were organized by the 
ARCE.  First in 1984 was the workshop-cum-seminar considering aspects of documenting and 
archiving in ethnomusicology (noted in Chapter VI.D.8.) held in Pune 24-30 September 1984.  
Then an international seminar was held in New Delhi from 26 December 1986 to 1 January 
1987. It addressed the subject of “Text, Tone, and Tune: Parameters of Music in Multicultural 
Perspective.” 
 After the “Perceptions of India’s Past…” conference hosted by the CAA and held in 
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Banaras in December 1989, no records exist of further such events.  Once the Regional Centers 
were reduced to administrative offices, no academic events took place on the regional level.  In 
addition to the reluctance of some Fellows to use their time overseas in this way, the main 
hindrance to organizing conferences of any kind, be they seminars or workshops, seemed to have 
been financial.  Furthermore, the Institute’s “Policy on Support of Conferences” promulgated in 
1981 and re-issued in 1983 appeared to have dampened enthusiasm for organizing these affairs.  
The policy statement indicated that the AIIS would “invite proposals for conferences to be held 
in India in limited numbers, generally no more than one per year.”  The statement proceeded to 
outline the conditions of such events: 

 
The proposals may originate from one of the Institute’s 
Committees, standing or ad hoc, or from any group of scholars or 
[an] individual scholar.  Apart from the stipulation that the 
conference should pertain to an aspect of India, the Institute has no 
restriction on the type of conference that it might sponsor; nor are 
any topics for conferences especially favored.  Proposals will be 
evaluated on their individual merit by the Institute’s Selection 
Committee. 
 The conference proposer or proposers must be prepared to 
assume primary responsibility for all aspects of the conference.  If 
a conference is approved, the Institute will lend assistance and, as 
important, the weight of its imprimatur in securing funding.  When 
the conference is funded, the Institute will offer all reasonable help 
to facilitate the conference itself: help with travel arrangements for 
all participants, help arranging conference facilities, and help with 
publication of conference results.13 

 
 The statement further noted that the Center for Art and Archaeology’s experience 
demonstrated that considerable value could be derived from naming and working with an Indian 
co-convener.  Then it detailed a four-year timetable to be followed in organizing such a 
conference: 
 Generally a four-year timetable will be followed: 
 
  Year 1  Conference proposals submitted to Selection Committee in spring 

  Budget prepared for the selected conference during summer 
  Proposal submitted for funding in fall 
           

  Year 2  Planning session held in India 
    Preparation for conference 
             
  Year 3  Conference held 
    Proposal for subvention grant prepared 
             
  Year 4  Papers edited for publication 
    Conference results published 
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 Potential conveners were warned that there was little likelihood of securing Institute 
dollar funding for expenses in the U.S. and were cautioned in Dimock’s covering memo that 
“AIIS support of conferences is always contingent upon securing funding outside of its regular 
fellowship and research center allocations.”14 

 These stipulations and warnings, together with the lengthy time frame laid down, must 
have given pause to would-be conveners.  Only two major international seminars took place in 
the late 1980s: “Text, Tone, and Tune…” in 1986-87, and “Perceptions of the Past…” in 1989.  
Overall financial constraints conspired to eliminate this Institute activity in the 1990s. 
 It became clear that most of the major AIIS seminars that were held had been organized 
by one or the other of the Institute’s Research Centers and that the majority addressed issues in 
art history and archaeology.  The existence of the Centers themselves, enthusiastic support from 
the relevant AIIS committees, and aggressive promotion from individual scholars was apparently 
what led to the emphasis on these subjects.  That the subject matter of these disciplines was 
relatively apolitical and thus generally not controversial might have contributed to the relative 
dominance of these fields of study in this seminar activity. 
 
 5. Monthly Meetings of AIIS Fellows 
 Director Pradeep R. Mehendiratta said in his 1980-82 report that 

 
Early in 1981 the Institute started organizing monthly meetings of 
its fellows, their spouses and their Indian colleagues on first day of 
every month at Delhi. 

 
He wrote that 

 
Considering the success of these meetings the Institute requested 
its Centers at Calcutta, Madras, Pune and Varanasi to organize 
such meetings for the fellows based or visiting these cities.15 

 
It is not clear if such meetings were in fact held at the Regional Centers or for how long the 
practice continued.  That there was a hiatus in New Delhi seems to be indicated from the report 
for 1986-88 in which the Director noted, “The Institute re-established the practice of holding 
monthly meetings of its Fellows and their Indian counterparts.”16 
 During the period of international crisis in the Persian Gulf between 1990 to 1992, all 
large, periodic, scheduled meetings of Americans in India were canceled on account of security 
concerns.  It was not until 10 February 1992 that Fellows in India were notified that monthly 
meetings would be resumed on 1 March 1992.17 
 
 6. Conclusion 
 In its first decades the Institute experimented with several types of collegial gatherings 
designed both to bring its own Fellows together and to aid in promoting relations of Fellows with 
their Indian counterparts.  When funds were relatively abundant, this experiment succeeded 
albeit with a hiatus in the 1970s because of GOI restrictions.  In the 1990s workshops, seminars, 
and conferences appeared to be out of the question because of funding constraints as well as the 
Fellows’ professed preferences, and collegial get-togethers were limited to monthly teatime 
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meetings in New Delhi at the AIIS office hosted by administrators rather than academics.  When 
headquarters will be moved to the new building in Gurgaon, the possibility of holding even these 
periodic events would seem to be in question because of the building’s distances from where 
most Fellows and Indian scholar counterparts reside. 
 This was one more indication of the dramatically changed character of the Institute from 
the days of W. Norman Brown.  Starting out as an overseas American campus, the Institute in 
New Delhi became primarily an administrative center.  Whether or not this would change and an 
academic tenor would be reintroduced when both administrative and research center operations 
come to be centralized in the Gurgaon building remains to be seen.  In the meantime the small 
dining room at the AIIS guest house at D-41 Defence Colony, New Delhi provided a venue for 
junior scholars and senior scholars to meet informally and exchange ideas as they arrived in, and 
departed from, India. 
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VII. A. AIIS FUNDING: THE FIRST PHASE 
 1. Introduction: P. L. 480 Rupees 
 When the American School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS) -- the predecessor of the 
American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS) -- was organized and incorporated in 1934, it was 
funded by grants from the American Council of Learned Societies (ACLS).  ASIIS’ President, 
W. Norman Brown, became adept at fundraising in the mid-1920s for his alma mater Johns 
Hopkins while he was waiting for an opening as a professor of Sanskrit. 
 Brown’s persuasive skills as a fundraiser became legendary as he successfully 
established the South Asia Regional Studies Department at the University of Pennsylvania in 
1948 and then campaigned for the organization of the ASIIS’s successor, the AIIS, that became a 
reality in 1961 with its Certificate of Incorporation largely modeled on that of the old ASIIS. 
 While fifteen American institutions of higher learning had organized the AIIS in 1961, 
funding for its operation was problematic.  The big breakthrough came at the end of 1961 when 
W. Norman Brown (University of Pennsylvania); Henry Hart (University of Wisconsin); and 
Richard Park (University of Michigan) discovered that U.S.-owned rupees that had accrued from 
the sale of agricultural and other materials to India could be drawn upon for specific American 
research and educational purposes in India.  The U.S. had agreed to receive India’s 
reimbursement in rupees in a special rupee account held by the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi.  
This arrangement helped India by not drawing down its foreign reserves.  Before long the U.S 
Embassy was holding hundreds of millions of rupees it had to spend in India.  The 1958 Dingell 
Amendment to U.S. Public Law 480 of the 83rd Congress provided for the use of some of the 
millions of U.S.-Embassy-owned rupees for a wide array of American operations in India 
including the Peace Corps, cultured tours, and the Fulbright program. 
 In late 1961 Brown, Hart, and Park traveled to India and made proposals to the U.S. 
Embassy in New Delhi for use of some of these rupees to set up an American research center in 
India.  The Embassy insisted that only one proposal be considered, and by the end of January 
1962 the three scholars submitted a joint proposal to the State Department officers in New Delhi 
for the establishment of the American Institute of Indian Studies.  After the Government of India 
(GOI) approved the AIIS’s founding in March 1962, the Department of State agreed to offer the 
AIIS $500,000 in rupees for a three-year period.  This State Department action triggered a grant 
that had been submitted to the Ford Foundation for dollar funds to support AIIS operations in the 
U.S.  Both grants took effect in June 1962, and the AIIS operations were able to begin in July 
1962 with its first Fellows arriving in India in August 1962. 
 At the crucial Planning Conference held in May 1969 to assess the Institute’s first seven 
years, President W. Norman Brown provided a wide ranging summary of achievements and 
problems.  In his “Perspective…” Brown noted that a total of $4,156,867 had been received for 
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operating expenses between June 1962 and April 1969.1  These funds came from a mix of U.S. 
federal agencies, grants from private foundations, and annual dues from Members.  Of the total, 
federal agencies provided 78%, private donors gave 14%, and 11% came from Member dues.2  
Federal agency funds were expressed in dollars, but they actually represented U.S.-owned rupees 
that had been distributed by the Embassy to a variety of agencies for them to disburse to 
applicants. 
 During the first seven years the Institute received a total of $3,244,630 in equivalent 
rupees from four federal agencies: 
 
 1. Department of State (Bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs):    
  $2,914,000 or 90%. 
 2. Smithsonian Institution: $147,930 or 5%. 
 3. U.S. Office of Education (within the Department of HEW): $160,000 or 3%. 
 4. National Science Foundation (NSF): $82,700 or 2%. 
 
 Grants from these agencies were used for general operating and administrative functions 
in India as well as specific projects.  For example, National Science Foundation funds were used 
to set up the Institute’s four Regional Centers, while Smithsonian provided rupees for 
Fellowships (limited to its own range of activities) that would be administered by the AIIS.  A 
grant in 1968-69 was the first in what was to be Smithsonian Institution’s financial support to the 
Institute over three decades.3 

 At the Timber Cove Planning Conference Brown warned his colleagues that the original 
sources of the Institute’s financial support were drying up.  For example, Congressional 
appropriates to the Department of State had been reduced, thereby drastically limiting its support 
to applicants, and a massive reorientation of the Ford Foundation’s general mission and priorities 
forced it to decrease its support. 
 At the Planning Conference President Brown introduced a letter from the Smithsonian 
Institution Secretary, S. Dillon Ripley, requesting the AIIS to continue on a permanent basis to 
provide administrative support for its projects in India.  The conferees discussed the proposal at 
length and agreed that such a relationship with the Smithsonian Institution would benefit both 
Smithsonian and the AIIS, given that the Smithsonian provided substantial financial support for 
AIIS fellowships and other purposes.  In essence, this is what eventually happened.  Thus by the 
end of the first seven years a whole new configuration of AIIS funding sources was beginning to 
emerge.  However, long-term planning proved to be difficult.  At the end of the Institute’s first 
decade, and between 1970 and 1972, drastic changes had occurred in AIIS governance and 
administration in the context of prickly Indo-U.S. relations.  The major change at the American 
end was the presidential transition following the retirement of founding president W. Norman 
Brown in 1971.  The new president was Ainslie Embree who served for two years until the 
election of Edward C. Dimock, Jr. in June 1973.  With the beginning of Dimock’s tenure, the 
American headquarters were moved from Philadelphia to Chicago.  Meanwhile, in India the GOI 
had decided that foreign educational agencies must be administered by Indian nationals.  Thus 
by 1973 American administrators were replaced by Indians, and, for a number of reasons, AIIS 
Headquarters were moved from Poona to New Delhi where Pradeep R. Mehendiratta became the 
Officiating Director in 1973. 
 The Institute’s second decade was marked by presidential transitions, “Indianization” of 
overseas operations, international tensions involving the 1971 Indo-Pakistan war and foundation 
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of Bangladesh, Government of India restrictions on foreign scholars, and a variety of problems 
during Indira Gandhi’s “Emergency” (1975-77).  Nevertheless AIIS operations continued with 
reasonably generous funding from the Smithsonian Institution and the National Science 
Foundation.  Of particular note was Smithsonian funding of the Institute’s new Center for Art 
and Archaeology (CAA) in Varanasi after the AIIS absorbed the formerly autonomous American 
Academy of Benares (AAB) in 1969. 
 However, predictable long-term funding of the Institute was a major concern of AIIS 
officials.  A series of development campaigns and committees began in 1976. 
 
 2. AIIS Development Committee: 1970-90 
 In the context of diminished funding for the academic operations in the mid-1970s; and 
in the light of increasing concerns over the Institute’s financial stability and future, the AIIS 
created a Committee on Development.  Its first chair, appointed in 1977, Richard L. Park, was 
well-known for his leadership role in the Association for Asian Studies in general and in its 
South Asia component in particular.  Park had also been instrumental in drawing up the 
constitutional framework for the AIIS.  His renowned capacity for organization, fundraising, and 
long-range planning was just what the Institute needed at this juncture.  As President Dimock 
mentioned in his report for 1976-78, 

 
 This committee, shortly after its formation, was broken 
down into two groups, one to examine and enhance our funding in 
dollars, the other our rupee funding.  The committee’s work began 
immediately with plans, at this moment about to be put into effect, 
to secure an endowment in dollars through a combination of 
individual appeals, matching and challenge grants and, hopefully, 
foundation help: an endowment of one million dollars is the goal.4 

 
 Park was joined in this committee by former president Ainslie Embree, Paul Brass, and 
Harold Gould who were experienced in liaison work with government officials in Washington, 
D.C.  President Dimock and Treasurer Donald Murray served “Ex-Officio.”  In 1978, when 
Embree was appointed American Cultural Affairs officer in New Delhi, he was replaced by 
Richard Lambert. 
 The Park Committee’s proposals in 1977 included creation of an endowment aimed at 
insuring long-term financial stability.  The goal was $1,000,000 in a mix of dollars and rupee 
equivalents.  The Institute received necessary permissions and tax-exempt status from the 
Government of India to raise money in India.  Although this first big AIIS fundraising campaign 
met with only partial success, the notion of setting up an endowment had been put forward and 
was to become a central concern for President Dimock and his colleagues over the next two 
decades. 
 In November of 1980 the Development Committee, now chaired by Richard Lambert, 
held a strategy session in Washington at which plans for publicity brochures and a detailed 
fundraising campaign were drawn up.  The committee identified four targets for fundraising: 
Foundations (particularly middle-sized ones), AIIS Member institutions and alumni, U.S. 
corporations, and Indian citizens in the United States.  A fifth target was potential Indian donors 
in India to be solicited for rupee grants. 
 A year later Richard Lambert reported on the AIIS capital campaign.  He noted that the 
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Institute had two concerns: first regarding the continued availability of rupee funds, and second 
regarding the Institute’s dollar needs for its administrative operations in the U.S.  On the 
campaign for dollar support, Lambert stated that the Institute had been awarded a challenge grant 
from the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) requiring matching funds; some funds 
had been received from the Mellon, Ford, and Exxon Foundations; a modest amount had come 
from individuals, especially from those who had received fellowships; but attempts to get 
donations from U.S. corporations doing business in India drew a blank.  Lambert finally said that 
no decision had been made on soliciting the Indian community in the U.S.  He further said that 
the organization and expenses of the capital campaign had been borne entirely by the University 
of Pennsylvania supported by volunteer labor of committee members and Institute trustees.  He 
suggested that  

 
A shift to a widely dispersed campaign aimed at tens of thousands 
of individuals, calls for a shift in strategy and staffing, in all 
likelihood paid staffing, that must be well-planned and have some 
indication ahead of time that it is likely to be cost-effective.5 

 
 Shortly after Lambert’s report in 1982 the Institute “…engaged, at surprisingly low cost, 
the services of the widely-known public-relations firm Hill and Knowlton”6 to continue the 
capital campaign with approaches to corporations, foundations, and private individuals.  In 
October 1983 Frederick Asher, by then a member of the Development Committee, reported to 
the Executive Committee that $33,000 had been paid to Hill and Knowlton but no tangible return 
was in sight.  He recommended that the Institute discontinue its relationship with the high-
powered public-relations firm.  The Executive Committee decided to follow that suggestion and 
directed that 

 
…funds allocated to the Development Committee in the current 
year can be used as the committee sees fit to encourage specific, 
piecemeal efforts at raising funds with Foundation and 
Government agencies.7 

 
It was back again to the time-consuming labor of scholar-volunteers, all amateurs in the game of 
fundraising. 
 To further the capital campaign in the U.S., it was decided in cooperation with the 
Development Committee to establish a National Advisory Committee.  This group of 
distinguished persons, especially including current and former ambassadors to India, insured it 
would be of great assistance. 
 In 1985 the Development Committee, chaired then by Frederick Asher, included Ainslie 
Embree, Harold Gould, and Donald Murray, all veterans of its earlier version.  By that time 
Asher had become Treasurer following Murray who became Honorary Investment Officer.  In 
late 1985 a new Development Committee was established co-chaired by Arjun Appadurai and 
Harold Gould with Joseph Elder a member “Ex-Officio” as President-Elect.  This group’s 
mandate was to explore grants from private industries and institutions.  
 In March 1988 former president Dimock became Chair of the Committee.  The 
Committee’s main goal was to develop long-range strategies to raise dollar funds to offset the 
anticipated demise of rupee funds.8 
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 In 1990 Robert King (University of Texas) became Chair of the Development 
Committee. King urged the Trustees and Executive Committee to take some fairly drastic steps 
or the Institute would run out of money by 1995.9  He argued that since fund-raising from private 
individuals or even Foundations could not provide the large amount of funds every year to 
maintain the Institute, every effort should be made to continue to receive substantial funds from 
government sources.  King also suggested that the AIIS establish its own building in India.  An 
AIIS building would provide a symbol that the Institute was a going concern in India that 
deserved to be supported by donors and granting agencies.  King urged that construction of such 
a building should have a very high priority.  In 1994, four years after King’s remarks, the 
foundation stone for the Institute’s building was laid in Gurgaon, a satellite town of New Delhi, 
situated in the neighboring state of Haryana.  The building was completed and inaugurated in 
February 1998. 
 
 3. Towards an Endowment: The AIIS Development Fund: 1980 - 
 In 1980 the Committee on Development under Richard Park established a fund to 
function as an endowment.  The principal of the endowment, aimed to total $1,000,000, was not 
to be expended.  Income earned by the endowment would be used for AIIS operational expenses. 
The money in this Development Fund would be invested in U.S. government securities and 
money market funds.10 

 In 1982 it was reported that nearly $500,000 had been raised by private foundations and 
other sources.11  By 1987 the value of the Development Fund had increased to $693,000.12 
 Because of the American stock market decline in October 1987, the fund’s value in 1988 
decreased to $628,000.  Auditor’s reports showed the value of the Development Fund between 
1989 and 1995 as follows: 

At the end of fiscal year 
1989  -  $638,843 
1990  -  $582,095 
1992  -  $566,561 
1994  -  $595,000 
1995  -  $574,521 

 
 In 1995 Treasurer, Ralph Nicholas reported that the Development Fund, which had been 
managed by the Pennsylvania Trust, could do better on its own.  After having studied the 
situation at the direction of the Executive Committee, Nicholas recommended and received 
approval from the Executive Committee to move the Institute’s Endowment accounts to a family 
of no-load mutual funds.  The next day the resolution was read to the Trustees and passed with a 
unanimous vote in favor.13  In 1996 the value of the Fund was reported to be $423,000.  In 1997 
it had dropped to $422,000.  According to the Treasurer, the decrease was accounted for by a 
draw-down on the fund to cover operating expenses in New Delhi.  In March 1998 Treasurer 
Nicholas reported to the Executive Committee that the value of the Development Fund was 
nearly $500,000.14  He also noted that $500,000 was a small endowment for an organization the 
size of the AIIS.  

ENDNOTES, VII. A. 
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CHAPTER VII.  AIIS F UNDING 
 
VII. B.  FEDERAL SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM AIIS FUNDING 
 1. Public Law (P. L.) 480 Rupees and the Forward Fund 
 In 1951 U.S. financial aid to India took the form of dollar loans that enabled India to buy 
two million tons of much-needed wheat from the United States.  In succeeding years India 
continued to buy wheat and other commodities from the United States under similar financial 
arrangements.  In 1956 India and the U.S. joined the Public Law (P. L.) 480 “”5 Program 
whereby India deposited the money it owed the U.S. into a rupee account held by the United 
States Embassy in New Delhi.  This arrangement benefitted the United States inasmuch as India 
might otherwise not have been able to buy U.S. wheat.  This arrangement also benefitted India 
since it freed India from reducing its limited foreign-exchange reserves.  The money India paid 
to the United States could be spent only in India.  In time the New Delhi Embassy acquired 
billions of P. L. 480 rupees it could spend only in India. 
 The availability of billions of P. L. 480 rupees in the American Embassy in New Delhi 
played a significant role in the founding of the AIIS.  Applications for P. L. 480 rupees to 
various authorized federal agencies had to be carefully drawn up, and proposed expenditures 
needed to be justified.  Nevertheless, potential access to large quantities of rupees that had to be 
spent in India encouraged American visionaries to draft proposals for in-India institutions, 
libraries, centers, faculty-training seminars, undergraduate study programs, documentary film 
projects, travel grants, etc.  Among the visionaries who recognized the possibilities inherent in P. 
L. 480 rupees were W. Norman Brown and Henry Hart who applied successfully for P. L. 480 
funds to launch the AIIS. 
 In the 1960s and early 1970s the anomaly of billions of P. L. rupees India “owed” the 
United States lying unused in the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi with only U.S. projects having 
access to those rupees became increasingly problematic for both India and the United States.  
Finally in 1974 the then U.S. Ambassador to India, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, presented a check 
for 16.6 billion P. L. 480 rupees to Secretary M. G. Kaul of the Department of Economic Affairs 
of India’s Ministry of Finance.  The 16.6 billion rupees thereby returned to India by the United 
States were to be used by the GOI for development projects under its 5th Five-Year plan.  This 
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event instantly reduced two-thirds of India’s current debt to the United States.  This event also 
signaled to American users of P. L. 480 rupees (such as the AIIS) that the day would probably 
come when the U.S. would return the remaining P. L. 480 rupees to India and close that account. 
Given how much the AIIS had come to depend on P. L. 480 monies for underwriting its various 
projects, it became clear the AIIS now needed to begin a serious search for sources of large-scale 
funding other than P. L. 480 rupees or face serious curtailment of its activities or even its demise. 
 In 1977 President Dimock reported that the AIIS had submitted a proposal to the newly-
established International Communications Agency for a ten-year grant of 16 million dollars in 
rupee equivalents.  Dimock hoped such a grant might become an endowment, the interest of 
which could provide the Institute with secure future funding.  This proved not to be the case.  
Neither the U.S. government nor the Indian government approved in practice -- or even principle 
-- the idea of an AIIS rupee endowment. 
 President Dimock next turned to the Smithsonian Institution.  He and Smithsonian 
administrators devised a plan for what came to be called the Forward Fund.  In his 1978-80 
report President Dimock described the beginning of this Fund, 

 
At one time the possibility of an endowment in Indian rupees as 
well as U.S. dollars was being explored.  The rupee part of the idea 
was soon dropped, when it was seen that it was acceptable to 
neither government.  We began then to consider other ways in 
which the Institute could make itself independent of governmental 
whims and avoid being cut off completely from access to U.S.-
owned foreign currency when that fund is declared moribund.  The 
Institute asked Smithsonian to present to the Congress, on our 
behalf, a proposal which would set aside certain moneys each year 
into a fund, in the Institute’s name, which we would begin to spend 
upon submission of yearly reports and proposals when the general 
fund was closed.  Officers of the Smithsonian agreed to do what 
they could and were successful.  Imaginative presentations to the 
Congress resulted in the establishment of the principle and 
actuality of the Forward Fund.1 

 
 S. Dillon Ripley (former Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution) and his former 
Assistant Secretary, Charles Blitzer, played key roles in the “imaginative presentations to 
Congress.”  In October 1983 Dimock reported to the Executive Committee that: 
 

For the first time Forward Funding Reserves for the AIIS have 
been approved by Congress as a part of the Smithsonian budget.  A 
total of $2,000,000 in rupees was approved for the current fiscal 
year.  $1,250,000 in rupees already exists in the Fund bringing the 
total to $3,250,000.2 

 
 By the time P. L. 480 funding ended in 1987, $7,200,000 in equivalent rupees had 
accumulated in the Forward Fund.  The expectation was that, after P. L. 480 rupees expired and 
with it the major source of AIIS funding, the Forward Fund would provide a financial cushion.  
This would enable the AIIS to exist for a few more years while it sought further funding and/or 
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retired its staff and closed down its operations.  The awareness that the Forward Fund was only a 
stop-gap measure was underscored by the fact that by 1990 the Smithsonian Institution had 
already reduced the Forward Fund by $1,423,000 in equivalent rupees through its awards that 
year to various AIIS projects. 
  
 2. Harry Barnes and the Post-P. L. 480 U.S.-India Fund: 1987-97 
 The AIIS received a reprieve in 1987 from what President Dimock referred to as the 
“Barnes Fund.”  From 1981 to 1985, while Harry G. Barnes had been U.S. Ambassador to India, 
he had listened sympathetically to Dimock’s accounts of AIIS activities and needs.  Barnes knew 
that ever since the inception of P. L. 480 funds some awards had been made to projects that had 
not spent all their rupees.  The unspent rupees had reverted to the U.S. Embassy.  Ambassador 
Barnes, before leaving India in 1985, arranged for these unspent rupees to be placed in a separate 
account that might benefit the AIIS.  On 7 January 1987, two years after Barnes left India, the 
United States-India Fund for Cultural, Educational and Scientific Cooperation agreement was 
signed in New Delhi, thereby activating the “Barnes Fund.”  The USIS press release for that day 
stated that “the life of the fund is for ten years.”  Under the signed agreement, designated U.S. 
entities could apply to the “Barnes Fund” for rupees.  Fortunately for the AIIS, it was among the 
designated U.S. entities, along with the Smithsonian Institution, Fulbright program, and 
American Studies Research Center in Hyderabad, that could apply to the “Barnes Fund” for 
rupees.  The “Barnes Fund” did indeed provide rupee financial support to the AIIS for an 
additional decade (1987-97) while the AIIS continued to seek a long-lasting solution to its 
financial requirements. 
 In 1989 the financial future of the AIIS hung in the balance.  P. L. 480 money - the major 
source of funding since the AIIS’s inception -- had ended with no replacement in sight and none 
anticipated.  The Forward Fund remained, but at its peak it had come to $7,200,000 in equivalent 
rupees that -- even if spend down carefully -- could not last a decade.  Indeed, its original 
$7,200,000 had been reduced to $5,777,000 by the Smithsonian Institution’s awards to the AIIS 
in the late 1980s.  Any thoughts that the $5,777,000 worth of rupees might be converted into an 
endowment were blocked by the information that the U.S. Congress, in principle, opposed 
endowments because thereby Congress lost control of its funds.  The “Barnes Fund” 
(subsequently called the U.S.-India Fund) had come into existence in 1987, but other agencies 
such as the Fulbright program were competing for its rupees, and the Fund itself was scheduled 
to be exhausted by 1998. 
 Then came a breakthrough.  The Smithsonian Institution, in its 1990 multi-page 
Congressional-appropriation request, included one-sentence asking that the American Institute of 
Indian Studies be allowed to convert its forward-funded reserve to an interest-bearing account 
under the auspices of the American Embassy in India.  On November 15, 1990 Charles Blitzer 
informed President Elder that the sentence had worked.  In Public Law 101-512 Congress had 
approved the Smithsonian request.  The AIIS could now set up in the American Embassy in New 
Delhi an interest-bearing rupee equivalent account of the Forward Fund that, if nurtured 
properly, could help the AIIS survive the future. 
 With Congressional approval, the dollars in the Forward Fund held in the U.S. Treasury 
in Washington, D.C. now had to be converted into rupees and deposited in the U.S. Embassy in 
New Delhi.  In the 1980s the official rupee-dollar exchange rate had begun to rise after being 
held artificially low for decades. In 1987 one dollar generated 12 rupees; in 1990 it generated 16 
rupees; in 1991 it generated 18 rupees; in 1993 it generated 31 rupees.  One could only speculate 
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when the exchange rate might peak.  In the meantime it seemed as though the longer one waited 
to transfer the dollars to India and exchange them for rupees, the greater the number of rupees 
deposited in the AIIS’s New Delhi U.S.-Embassy account.  Francine Berkowitz of the 
Smithsonian Institution authorized the transfer of funds in sufficiently small amounts not to 
alarm the U.S. Treasury and in sufficiently large amounts to transfer the entire Forward Fund 
before anyone halted the transfer of the full amount.  In the meantime the AIIS Board of Trustees 
agreed to allow the AIIS rupee Forward Fund endowment to remain untouched in the U.S. 
Embassy account, generating an estimated 12% interest compounded annually in cautiously-
managed in-India investments.  The AIIS Board hoped that during the next few years this policy 
would maximize the growth of rupees that could be used to support AIIS activities after 1997 
when the “Barnes Fund” was due to expire.  In 1996 President Elder reported that 
 

We have an endowment that is not an inconsequential amount, 
invested very conservatively in India.  We have six million U.S. 
dollars invested in Indian Rupees, generating 14% income; were 
we to let that compound until year 2002, and were there little 
change in the exchange rate of U.S. dollars and Indian rupees and 
no massive inflation in India, then even if all other funding 
vanished the Institute would be sustained in its endowment.3 

 
 In March 1998 Treasurer Nicholas reported that “U.S.-owned rupees in India are finally 
spent down and Dollar dominated grants are scarce.  We have prepared for a future program 
based on income from the endowment based in India, i.e., the Forward Funded Reserve.”  
Through persistence, good luck, and a series of unanticipated events, the AIIS hopes in the 1980s 
for an AIIS endowment had come to fruition. 
 
 3. Other Federal Support for AIIS 
  a. Smithsonian Institution 
 By far the largest source of American federal funding for overseas South Asia-related 
activities was the Smithsonian Institution, an independent federal agency established in 1846 that 
came to consist of a large number of museums and arts facilities as well as the National Zoo in 
Washington, D.C.  It holds in trust for the nation over 100 million artifacts and specimens, and 
constitutes one of the world’s leading research centers in science, the social sciences, and the 
humanities.  Smithsonian’s Offices of International Activities and Fellowships and Grants 
supported numerous South Asian projects, particularly in the 1980s and 1990s.  With special 
congressional authority to draw on U.S.-owned rupees in South Asian nations, Smithsonian used 
these funds for support in India to American projects in art and archaeology, physical and 
cultural anthropology, linguistics, ethnomusicology, and documentary films.  Most of these 
projects were administered or otherwise connected with the AIIS. 
 The first Smithsonian contact with AIIS came in 1965.  In that year AIIS president W. 
Norman Brown worked with Art historian Pramod Chandra to help establish the American 
Academy in Benares (AAB).  Brown approached the Smithsonian Institution to provide the AAB 
with P. L. 480 rupees through the American Embassy in New Delhi.  In November 1965 the 
AIIS entered into an agreement whereby the Smithsonian Institution would provide $76,000 in 
rupees to enable the American Academy of Benares to be established.  This amount was quickly 
raised by over $130,000 in rupees.  The period of Smithsonian funding was also extended. 
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 After the AIIS absorbed the AAB in 1969, the Smithsonian funding to its Center for Art 
and Archaeology continued.  In 1969 Smithsonian’s S. Dillon Ripley proposed an arrangement 
whereby the AIIS would assist Smithsonian Fellows’ research in India.  Mutually acceptable 
arrangements were worked out, and from the early 1970s Smithsonian provided continuous and 
constant support to the Institute for assisting its Fellows. 
 The largest components of Smithsonian support to AIIS were for fellowships in general.  
In addition it funded Translation Fellowships and a number of activities of the Institute’s Center 
for Art and Archaeology and the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology.  Further 
support was given to the AIIS Publications Program, Group Projects (particularly in 
archaeology), and a variety of travel grants.  The Smithsonian also provided support for ongoing 
administrative costs of AIIS operations in India. 
 Between the early 1970s, when regular Smithsonian support began, and 1997 the agency 
contributed at least $17,000,000 in rupee equivalents, out of which at least $10,000,000 was 
given for fellowships.4  One estimate suggested that by 1997 the Smithsonian had provided some 
75% of all grants to the AIIS.  During Elder’s presidency (1986-94) alone Smithsonian grants 
totaled $6.8 million in rupee equivalents.5 

 
  b. National Science Foundation (NSF) 
 The National Science Foundation (NSF) is a federal agency that provides program and 
individual support for Americans scholars doing research in the U.S.A. as well as many world 
areas.  Despite its designation, this body is not a foundation in the philanthropic sense.  It is an 
agency of the U.S. government established in 1950 under Public Law 81-507.  While NSF 
supports fundamental and theoretical science research, it also includes a social science division.  
This division funded research in which South Asianist linguists and other social scientists were 
involved.  For example, it funded preparation of reference grammars and other linguistic 
materials in Tamil, Bengali, Urdu, and the like, as well as basic research on Austroasiatic 
(Mundari), etc., tribal languages of India.  Of particular benefit to the AIIS was NSF’s support 
for the establishment of the institute’s four Regional Centers in the late 1960s.  Over the years 
much of the National Science Foundation’s AIIS support went for fellowships in the social 
sciences.  Between 1967 and 1997 NSF granted over $500,000 to the AIIS, out of which 
$265,000 was used for operating costs.  
 
  c. Department of State Bureau of Cultural Affairs to ICA to USIA 
 In 1964 the Department of State, through its Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 
made a special grant of $250,000 to the AIIS to be used mainly for fellowships.  This grant was 
made on a fiscal year basis and had to be expended by June 30, 1968 at which time the 
unexpended funds would lapse.  Of the $250,000 total, $245,000 were to be used for fellowships 
and the remaining $5,000 were for expenses and staff in India.  Out of the $245,000 $22,500 
were in Ceylonese rupees.6  Further State Department funding came through the Bureau until 
1970 when the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs was amalgamated with the United 
States Information Agency (USIA) to form the International Communications Agency.  Between 
1962 and 1969 the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs had provided the Institute with 
$2,834,000 in rupee equivalents.  In 1977 President Dimock applied to the International 
Communications Agency for 16 million dollars in rupee equivalents in hopes of setting up a 
rupee endowment.  At that time he learned of the unwillingness of the U.S. government to 
support rupee endowments.  After July 1991 the Department of State funds came from dollar 
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appropriations under the Near and Middle East Research and Training Act (NMERTA).  By 
1997 these three State-Department-related federal agencies, the Bureau of Cultural Affairs, the 
USIA, and the International Communication Agency, had provided the AIIS with over $3.5 
million. 
 
  d. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) to Department of  
    Education 
 Beginning in 1966-67 the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) 
provided the AIIS with a grant of $75,000.  By the end of 1967 HEW and the Office of 
Education (OE) had provided another $22,500 to the AIIS.  Between 1966-67 and 1972 the 
Office of Education (OE) within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare supported 
the AIIS Language Programs.  However, towards the end of that period OE funds dwindled, and 
the Government of India (GOI) restrictions in the 1970s hampered the Language Program. 
 Following the Department of Education Act of October 1979, in May 1980 the Office of 
Education became a separate department within the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare. 
 Throughout the 1980s the Department of Education continued funding the AIIS 
Language Program while insisting on more sophisticated screening techniques for potential 
students in the Language Program.  In the 1990s the Department began providing three-year 
grants for the Language Program to facilitate longer-term planning and hiring.  The first such 
grant, for 1993-96, amounted to Rs. 5.5 million.  From 1987 through 1996 the Department of 
Education provided the AIIS with Rs. 11.7 million.  Office / Department of Education grants 
were used for a variety of Institute operations, with particular emphasis on AIIS language 
programs. 
 
  e. National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) 
 In September 1969, in the middle of Lyndon B. Johnson’s presidency, the 89th U.S. 
Congress established through Public Law 89-209 the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) 
and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH).  As one observer put it, “Presumably 
the agencies were called endowments because they were authorized to accept private gifts, which 
would be matched, generally on a one-to-one basis, with funds coming not from their regular 
appropriations but from a special Treasury fund.”7   At the outset “they shared an administrative 
staff, but eventually NEH and NEA became completely separate administrative entities.”8 
 The first mention of an AIIS grant proposal to NEH was 1967 when the Institute 
requested $22,805 for the Language Training Program.  However, there is no mention that this 
request was granted.  It was not until the 1980s that NEH provided any known support to the 
AIIS.  At that time, in keeping with NEH procedures, Richard Park negotiated a NEH challenge 
grant of $150,000 from the agency to be matched by the AIIS in a ratio of 3:1.  The first 
installment of $50,000 was met in 1981.  Between 1981 and 1998 NEH provided the Institute 
with $761,637 for six projects.9  The first grant -- the challenge grant -- was used to create a 
dollar endowment to cover the Institute’s dollar administrative expenses.  The next five grants 
were for both pre-doctoral and post-doctoral fellowships 
 
  f. Council of American Overseas Research Centers (COARC) 
 Discussion in Washington in 1978 among representatives of nine overseas research 
centers (ORCs as they became known, paralleling NRCs, or National Resource Centers, set up in 
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1980) and U.S. government and private foundation officials resulted in the 1981 establishment as 
a 501(c)3 nonprofit corporation of the umbrella Council of American Overseas Research Centers 
(CAORC).10  Among CAORC’s eleven charter members were the American Institute of Indian 
Studies and the American Institute of Pakistan Studies as well as such venerable organizations as 
the American School of Classical Studies in Athens and the American Academy in Rome.  
President Edward C. Dimock, Jr. represented the AIIS.  CAORC was established and governed 
by its member overseas research centers.  CAORC’s major purpose was to speak in a unified 
voice to government and other funding agencies in support of American research in a variety of 
countries, to expand the centers’ resource bases, to foster inter-center collaboration, and to 
promote transnational research.   
 CAORC operated out of offices in the Smithsonian Institution in Washington and worked 
closely with that agency.  It was funded in part by the U.S. Congress through the Smithsonian 
budget.  In 1998 COARC’s president was Richard Lariviere, a former AIIS officer and trustee.  
His participation afforded the Institute a central role in CAORC activities. 
 In 1991, shortly after the first Gulf War, the U.S. Congress passed the Near and Middle 
East Research and Training Act (NMERTA) with funds for language study.  CAORC was given 
the responsibility of assigning the funds.  Fortunately for the AIIS, the Near and Middle East 
were defined to include South Asia.  Also fortunately for AIIS, Mary Ellen Lane of CAORC 
prevailed upon Congress in 1993 to add a section to Title VI of the Higher Education Act for 
support of ORCs such as the institutes in India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka.  CAORC 
provided AIIS $253,760 in 1993, $232,937 in 1994, $162,843 in 1995, and $218,623 in 1996. 
 After its founding, CAORC organized conferences in which the overseas directors of 
American research centers visited each others’ sites.  Each time the conference met in Delhi, 
Pradeep Mehendiratta impressed the other directors with the magnitude and quality of the 
American Institute of Indian Studies.  CAORC’s very existence bringing together in a common 
cause the cream of American organizations dedicated to scholarly research overseas, was an 
exercise in academic cooperation that one hopes will continue to bear fruit in years to come.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Chart 1: Federal Grants to AIIS: 1986-94 
 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 
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( From 1986-94 ) 
Period Rs. Amount Amount Reason Grant Number 
1986-87  $  300,000 Fellow FF SI756901 
1986-87  $  295,846 Admin Support SI7056902 
1986-87 7,500,000 Fellow SI600815000 
1987-88  $  370,340 Fellow FF SI756903 
1987-88  $  500,000 Fellow SI70580300 
1987-88  $  294,163 Admin Support SI756904 
1988-89  $  394,087 Admin SI756906 
1988-89  $  553,846 Fellow FF SI756905 
1988-91  $  600,000 Fellow SIF8056600000 
1989-90  $  200,000 Fellow FF SI756907 
1989-90  $  320,196 Admin Support SI756908 
1989-90  $  600,000 Fellow SI9061300000 
1990-91  $  320,196 Admin Support  SIFF007560-10 
1990-91  $  600,000 Fellow USIFFR00615700
1991-92  $  500,000 Admin SIFFR10548700 
1991-92  $  369,853 Fellow USIFFR105875 
1993-94  $  254,800 Admin USIFFR30608500
1993-94  $  387,000 Fellow USIFFR30608400

    
TOTAL 7,500,000 $6,860,327   

 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
( From 1989-94 ) 

Period Rs. Amount Amount Reason Grant Number 
1981-90 1,010,100 Language PO21A00024 
1990-91 $  64,924 Language OPO21A00053 
1992-94 $  88,574 Language PO21A10003 
1993-94 $  77,400 Language PO21A30012 

   
TOTAL 1,010,100 $ 230,898   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

USIA 
( From 1986-94 ) 

Period Rs. Amount Amount Reason Grant Number 
1986-87  $  75,840 Fell Res IA2251219 
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1987-88  $  66,526 Fell Res IA7192874 
1988-89  $  74,780 Fell Res IA8193344 
1989-91  $  75,000 Fell Res Admin IA9193736 
1989-93  $  62,215 Fell Res Admin G1190162 
1990-92  $  69,600 Fell Res Admin IA-AEJL-GO190217
1993-94  $ 253,760 Fell Res Admin CAORC 93001 

    
TOTAL  $ 677,721   

 
 

NEH 
( From 1986-96 ) 

Period Rs. Amount Amount Reason Grant Number 
1986-90  $  49,470 Fellowship RA20003-86 
1987-90  $  49,470 Fellow Admin RA20003 
1987-88  $  50,000 Fellowship RA20003 
1989-90  $  49,000 Fellowship RA20058 
1989-91  $  50,000 Fellowship RA20058-89-1 
1989-92  $  50,000 Fellowship RA20058-89-2 
1989-93  $ 150,000 Fellowship RA20058-89-3 
1992-96  $ 153,000 Fellowship RA20109-92 

    
TOTAL  $ 600,940   

 
 

NSF 
( From 1986-94 )

Period Rs. Amount Amount Reason Grant Number 
1986-87 1,460,000 $   25,000 Scientists INT8611159 
1986-90 1,250,842 $   15,000 Scientists INT8611159-2 
1987-88 3,500,000 $   15,000 Scientists INT861159 
1988-89 6,500,000 Scientists INT861159 
1989-90  $ 135,714 Scientists INT8915083 
1989-90 1,900,000 $   28,000 Scientists INT8915083-1 
1990-91 508,000 $   17,640 Scientists / Admin INT8915083-2 
1991-92 5,679,520 $   18,000 Scientists / Admin INT8915083-3 
1992-94 5,825,000 $   36,000 Scientists / Admin INT9202464-1 

     
TOTAL 26,621,362 $ 290,354   

 
ENDNOTES, VII. B. 

1. Edward C. Dimock, Jr., “President’s Report” in Annual Report, [No. 19], 1984-86, p.  
 13. 
2. Minutes of Executive Committee Meeting, 28-30 October 1983. 
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 Discussion About American Overseas Advanced Research Centers in the Humanities and 
 Social Sciences, New York: Rockefeller Foundation, 1979. 
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VII. C. PRIVATE-FOUNDATION AIIS FUNDING 
 1. Ford Foundation 
 The Ford Foundation, far and away the largest American philanthropic foundation during 
the late decades of the twentieth century, began in 1936 as the Ford Motor Car Company family 
charity “ostensibly to coordinate the previously ad hoc philanthropic activities of Henry Ford, 
Sr., and his son Edsel.  It was also intended to perpetuate family control over the Ford Motor 
Company after New Deal tax legislation had made family retention of all company stock 
financially prohibitive.”  In its first decade the Foundation restricted its gifts to Detroit-area 
“institutions in which he [Henry Ford] or members of his family had a personal interest.”  Unlike 
Carnegie and Rockefeller, Ford himself was neither interested in education nor in international 
activities of any kind -- he was in fact a strong isolationist in the years before World War II.  As 
McCaughey put it:  

 
The irony here, of course, is that two of the most conspicuous and 
no doubt intended omission in the philanthropic agenda of the Ford 
Foundation during its benefactor’s lifetime – international 
activities and support of American academics – would within a 
decade of his death be among its preoccupying concerns.1 

 
Henry Ford’s death in 1947, following his son Edsel’s death in 1943, brought about estate 
settlements through which the Ford Foundation received a huge infusion of funds transforming 
“a heretofore modest family philanthropy into by far the richest private foundation in the 
world.”2  

In 1948 the Foundation trustees appointed a committee chaired by H. Rowen Gaither, Jr. to plan 
the reorganization of the Foundation into a national foundation. 
 The first rubric -- establishment of peace -- included overseas development, international 
training and research, and international affairs, and it was this major thrust of Foundation action 
with which we are here concerned.  Its overseas development program began with an ambitious 
plan for assistance to India.3  This got into high gear in 1951-52.  From the standpoint of the 
embryonic South Asian studies group in the U.S. the first significant Ford Foundation 
contribution to it was through the Foreign Study and Research Program.  According to 
Foundation official Richard Magat,  

 
Our strategy was to move first to support the training of 
individuals and then to try to improve institutions.  We aimed to 
support both the development of experts through training and the 
development of knowledge through research.4 
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 In 1962 the Ford Foundation began its three decades long assistance to the AIIS by 
providing a $500,000 grant over a five-year period designed to pay for administrative and 
operating costs in the U.S.  The Ford Foundation was especially supportive of the Center for Art 
and Archaeology and the Archives and Research Center for Ethnomusicology, providing them 
with over $700,000 of support.  A series of grants between 1962 and 1998 to the AIIS totaled 
over $2 million5 and provided support for seven categories of activities.  Arranged in order from 
most to least Ford Foundation financial support, these AIIS activities included: 
 
 1. Maintenance of Center for Art and Archaeology, establishment of     
  Ethnomusicology Center, and provision of equipment and training for its   
  operation 
 2. Underwriting of Festival of India activities and associated cultural    
  programs in the U.S. 1985-86 
 3. Fellowships 
 4. Publications and exhibition of books in India and distribution of 100 copies of   
  Historical Atlas of South Asia to Indian institutions 
 5. Contributions to AIIS Endowment 
 6. Travel, seminars, and meetings in India 
 7. Administrative support 
 
 2. Other Foundations 
 Over the years other foundations gave small grants to the Institute.  In 1968 the Old 
Dominian Foundation (which merged with the Avelon Foundation in 1969 to form the Andrew 
W. Mellon Foundation) gave $50,000.  The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation also gave a small 
amount to the Institute campaign of development. 
 In 1980 the Exxon Foundation gave $38,000. 
 

ENDNOTES, VII. C. 
1. Robert A. McCaughey, International Studies and Academic Enterprise, New York: 
 Columbia University Press, 1984, pg. 143-44. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Eugene S. Staples, 40 Years: A Learning Curve - The Ford Foundation Programs in 
 India: 1952-1992, New Delhi: Ford Foundation, 1992. 
4. Richard Magat, The Foundation at Work: Philanthropic Choices, Methods and Styles, 
 New York: Plenum, 1979, p. 103. 
5. My thanks go to Allen Divack, archivist of the Ford Foundation in New York, for 
 providing details of the Foundation’s assistance to the Institute.  Letter of 18 June 1998. 
 M.L.L.P. 
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VII. D. GOVERNMENT OF INDIA AIIS FUNDING 
 1. Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts (IGNCA) 
 The Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts (IGNCA) was established in the late 
1980s in memory of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi who was assassinated in 1984.  In addition to 
collecting sculpture and painting, the IGNCA had an extensive publications program.  In 1990 
the IGNCA proposed to provide Rs. 1,800,000 in three grants of Rs. 600,000 to co-publish three 
parts of the Institute’s Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture.1  In addition, in 1995 the 
IGNCA subsidized two fellowships for scholars to study at the Center for Art and Archaeology 
in Varanasi. 
 
 2. Government of India Support for Specific Purposes 
 In March 1997 Director General Mehendiratta approached the Government of India 
(GOI) for help to bridge the funding gap between 1997 and 2002.  Mehendiratta estimated that 
by 2002 the Forward Fund would have compounded to cover the operating costs of the Institute 
in India.2  The GOI was requested to provide Rs. 10 million per year to bridge the critical gap.  
In addition it was requested to grant Rs. 5 million to defray costs of the new AIIS building. 
 In September 1997 President Asher reported to the Executive Committee the four 
conditions the Government of India had placed on providing assistance: 
  
 1. Appoint an administrative committee to oversee all operations of the Institute  
  in India. This would be different from the current situation.  Currently the   
  Executive Committee oversaw operations in Delhi and Chicago and the Indian  
  Advisory Committee, chaired by Professor Asher, was a gentle advisory body. 
 2. Appoint an Indian academic to the Selection Committee. 
 3. Appoint one Indian trustee or one member of the Executive Committee. 
 4. Expend some of the money received from the GOI to send Indian scholars to the  
  United States (covering travel, not stipends).  This might be very good, but  
  selection considerations might be very delicate.3 
 
 Members of the Executive Committee noted that no Indian, unless affiliated with a U.S. 
academic institution, could be a Trustee or could join the Executive Committee because of AIIS 
bylaw restrictions.  The Executive Committee also noted that the bylaws did not provide for the 
AIIS to send Indian scholars to the United States.  That was one of the tasks of the Fulbright 
Foundation.  Given the problems identified by the Executive Committee, no further 
developments in this matter were made. 
 

ENDNOTES, VII. D. 
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1. Director General’s Report, in Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, September 
 1994, p. 3. 
2. Director General’s Report, in Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, September 
 1997. 
3. Minutes of the Executive Committee Meeting, “Government of India,” September 1997. 
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VII. E.  OTHER SOURCES OF AIIS FUNDING 
 1. Encyclopedia Britannica 
 In 1997 Treasurer Nicholas reported to the Executive Committee that the AIIS had 
provided services for Encyclopedia Britannica -- services for which it was being well 
compensated.  Encyclopedia Britannica was benefiting from the Institute’s help in setting up 
operations in India.  They wanted to distribute Encyclopedia Britannica in India, but they 
understood that there were peculiarities to which they must conform if they wished to tap the 
large and fast-growing Indian English-speaking market.  For example, their maps did not always 
conform to the Survey of India’s participation of geographic boundaries.1   Encyclopedia 
Britannica was also considering creating an “Encyclopedia Indica” for which it might use AIIS 
assistance. 
 
 2. World Bank 
 In March 1998 Director General Mehendiratta reported on discussion with the World 
Bank’s India Reconnaissance Mission on Cultural Heritage to consider a grant to the AIIS.  The 
World Bank provided a subsidy for a conference in Pune in February 1998. 
 
 3. Group and Individual Donors 
 During Elder’s presidency, Mehendiratta and he visited several charitable trusts in India 
to see if they might have any interest in providing rupee support for AIIS activities.  
Mehendiratta and Elder also met with Rotary Club members in two Indian cities to discuss the 
possibility of their financial support for the AIIS.  In 1989 an Andhra philanthropist, B. V. S. S. 
Mani, drawing on his grandfather’s Charitable Trust, the “Swadharma Swarajya Sangha,” gave 
the AIIS Rs. 30,000/year for three years to fund American students studying advanced Telugu in 
India. 
 It came as a surprise to AIIS, after Charles Blitzer’s death, to discover that he had willed 
major portions of his estate to the Institute.  In 1990 Blitzer had played a major role in the 
Institute’s financial request to Congress that enabled the seven-million-dollar rupee equivalents 
in the Forward Fund to be converted into an AIIS rupee endowment.  The more-than-one-million 
dollars received from Blitzer’s estate placed the AIIS on a firmer financial base than it had ever 
enjoyed since the American Institute of Indian Studies’ founding in 1961. 
 
 4. Administrative Fees 
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 During the 1960s and 1970s the Smithsonian Institution had both received and disbursed 
rupees in India.  Then the Government of India’s Ministry of Education discovered that, through 
an oversight, the Smithsonian’s name did not appear on the Ministry’s original list of 
organizations authorized to disburse rupees in India.  The name of the AIIS, however, did appear 
on that list.  Through a mutually-agreeable arrangement, the Smithsonian subsequently disbursed 
its humanities and social sciences awards through the AIIS and reimbursed the AIIS for any 
additional costs incurred by the AIIS. 
 Over the years other organizations besides the Smithsonian used the AIIS to distribute 
rupees to their grantees in India, for which the AIIS charged administrative fees.  Typically, such 
an arrangement worked to the advantage of all parties.  The donor agency (e.g., the Smithsonian, 
the Indo-U.S. Subcommission) knew its funds would be handled properly.  The project (e.g., the 
Vijayanagar Project, the Center for Art and Archaeology, etc.) was spared the burden of setting 
up its own financial office.  For its services, the AIIS typically charged 10% of the project 
budget, using that money to carry out its own work. 
 At the April 1991 meeting in New Orleans the Trustees extended the idea of charging 
administrative fees for AIIS services.  They approved charging all fellows receiving AIIS grants. 
 The fees were structured so as to benefit fellows from “A” and “B” member institutions: 
 
Fees Charged to AIIS Fellows Affiliated  Affiliated  Unaffiliated 
     With “A”  With “B” 
     Member  Member  
     Institution  Institution   
Types of Fellows 
 
Senior     $500   $750   $1,000 
Junior     $350   $500   $   750 
Senior Short Term   $100   $150   $   500 
Junior Short Term   $ 75   $100   $   250 
 
 The Trustees saw these dollar fees as a way to help pay the costs of the Chicago AIIS 
office.  The Trustees also hoped that deans in “A” and “B” member institutions, who sometimes 
asked why their institutions should keep paying the annual $2,500 or $750 membership fee to the 
AIIS, could see the continuing benefits of AIIS membership and therefore continue paying their 
institution’s annual AIIS membership fees. 
 
 5. Fees for Assisting U.S. Undergraduate Programs in India 
 Norman Brown and the founders of the AIIS distanced themselves from U.S. 
undergraduate programs in India.  Whatever undergraduate programs evolved (e.g., Wisconsin’s 
College Year in India program, the Great Lakes Colleges Association program in Madurai, the 
Associated Colleges of the Midwest program in Pune, etc.) made their own academic 
arrangements in India.  Some of them received P. L. 480 rupee funding by applying to the 
Fulbright-Hays Group Projects Abroad Program.  All of them faced problems of obtaining India 
visas for their students.  Some of them used tourist visas, arguing that their students were not 
formally enrolled in any Indian university, therefore tourist visas sufficed.  Others, such as the 
Wisconsin program, enrolled their students in Indian university certificate or diploma courses, 
obtained letters of admission from university registrars, and -- with those letters of admission -- 
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applied for student visas from the Indian consulate in Chicago. 
 In 1996 the Government of India changed its student-visa regulations.  Now, for a U.S. 
undergraduate to obtain a student visa to India, that student not only had to be admitted into an 
Indian university certificate or diploma course, that student also had to be cleared through the 
Indian Council for Cultural Relations and the Indian Ministry of External Affairs.  These new 
regulations added delays to what was already a discouragingly slow visa-application process.   
 In view of this new situation, Pradeep Mehendiratta asked the Government of India to 
allow, for visa purposes, undergraduates on U.S. study-abroad-programs in India to be affiliated 
with the American Institute of Indian Studies in lieu of being affiliated with an Indian university. 
 This arrangement had been established for AIIS grantees in India on the Advanced Language 
Training Program whose student visas were issued on the basis of their affiliation with the AIIS. 
 The Government of India, in an official message on October 3, 1996, authorized the AIIS 
an ideal solution.  Now, a letter of affiliation with the AIIS would enable an American student to 
obtain an Indian student visa.  What had required months of delays could now be accomplished 
in a few days.  The AIIS assured the U.S. undergraduate programs that, aside from the affiliation 
process, they were free to maintain their independent character and staff.  They had to agree, 
however, that they would be responsible for their students’ conduct while their students were in 
India. 
 In subsequent years the AIIS settled on a fee of approximately $125/student for issuing 
letters of affiliation.  As the number of students on U.S. undergraduate programs in India 
increased, so did AIIS revenue for assisting U.S. undergraduate programs in India. 
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Chart 1:  Sources of AIIS Dollar Funding: 1961-96 
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Exxon 
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Fund 

 
 
 

Smithsonian 
Institution 

 
Department of 
State Bureau 
of Cultural 

Affairs 

 
National 

Endowment 
for 

Humanities 

 
 
 
 

CAORC 

 
Health 

Education 
And 

Welfare 
1961-62 $ 31,000           

1962 $ 39,000 $100,000      $  500,000    
1963 $ 39,000 $100,000      $1,959,000    
1964 $ 38,500 $100,000          
1965 $ 40,000 $100,000     $130,000     
1966 $ 44,500 $100,000         $ 75,000 
1967 $ 50,000 $  50,000 $   6,000     $  250,000   $ 22,500 
1968 $ 50,000 $  12,500 $   4,500 $ 50,000    $  100,000    
1969 $ 50,000 $ 37,500 $   4,000     $    25,000    
1970 $ 41,000 $ 37,000 $ 16,134         
1971 $ 41,000 $ 37,000 $ 13,366         
1972 $ 41,000 $ 41,400 $   3,000  $ 1,500       
1973 $ 41,000  $ 12,366  $    750       
1974 $ 39,500 $ 41,400 $  6,000  $ 1,500       
1975 $ 39,500 $ 41,400   $ 6,250       
1976 $ 40,500 $ 41,400   $ 1,750       
1977 $ 40,000 $ 20,000   $ 2,250       
1978 $ 42,000 $ 35,000   $ 8,150       
1979 $ 44,000 $ 10,000   $ 4,150 $ 4,474      
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Chart 1:  Sources of AIIS Dollar Funding: 1961-96  (cont’d) 
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Cultural 
Affairs 

 
National 

Endowment 
for 

Humanities 

 
 
 
 

CAORC 
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Education 
and 

Welfare 
1980 $ 45,000 $    1,500 $    8,750  $ 6,480 $ 113,052  $ 51,200    
1981 $ 46,000 $ 121,000 $   12,343  $ 7,200    $   50,000  $   70,000 
1982 $ 46,000 $ 135,000 $   23,907  $ 9,650 $   12,343  $ 85,000    
1983 $ 47,000 $   20,180 $   15,000  $ 3,955   $ 50,000 $ 100,000   
1984 $ 47,500 $ 358,875   $14,125  $ 1,250,000 $ 51,600   $   90,000 
1985 $ 47,500  $   30,000  $12,550  $ 2,000,000 $ 71,300   $   95,000 
1986 $ 47,500  $   40,000  $16,420  $    595,846 $ 75,840    
1987 $ 48,000  $   15,000  $13,390  $ 1,164,503 $ 66,526 $ 149,470   
1988 $ 47,500 $  26,700   $12,700  $ 1,120,196 $ 74,780 $   99,470   
1989 $ 49,500 $  29,035 $ 163,714  $14,949  $    920,196 $137,215 $ 199,000   
1990 $ 51,000 $  50,000 $   17,640    $    869,853 $ 69,600 $   50,000  $   64,924 
1991 $ 51,500 $    4,140 $   18,000  $31,003    $   50,000   
1992 $ 51,000 $ 250,000 $   36,000  $18,310  $    641,800 $  8,000 $ 153,000  $   88,574 
1993 $ 50,500 $ 127,881   $20,935     $ 253,760 $   77,400 
1994 $ 50,500 $  75,000   $19,000   $ 15,213 $   19,954 $ 232,937 $   27,944 
1995 $ 52,500 $ 189,458 $   18,000  $56,571   $ 15,397 $   68,259 $ 162,843 $   17,055 
1996 $ 52,000  $   80,000  $19,992   $109,921 $   50,000 $ 218,623 $   52,002 

            
 
Total 

 
$1,622,000 

 
$2,293,369 

 
$ 543,720 

 
$  88,100 

 
$ 303,530 

 
$ 129,869 

 
$10,240,327 

 
$3,715,592 

 
$ 789,153 

 
$ 868,163 

 
$ 680,399 
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CHAPTER VIII. AMERICAN INSTITUTES IN OTHER SOUTH ASIAN NATIONS 
  
VIII. A. AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CEYLONESE STUDIES: 1967-72 
  1. History and Chronology of the AICS: 1967-72 
 Shortly after the American Institute of Indian Studies (established in 1961) began actual 
operations in 1962, scholars who had research interests in Ceylon -- it did not become the 
Republic of Sri Lanka until 1972 -- looked into the possibility of setting up a similar facility in 
India’s island-neighbor.  As W. Norman Brown, President of the AIIS recounted: 

 
At the annual meeting of the Trustees in October 1963, the 
President reported that the USIS Public Affairs Officer, Colombo, 
had raised the question of whether the Institute could administer 
fellowships to be held in Ceylon and supported by U.S. funds 
available there.  The Trustees instructed the President and the 
Executive Committee to investigate the possibility.  In February 
1964 the President, in connection with his visit to India, spent 
three days in Ceylon, where he discussed the proposal with Dr. 
Martin C. Carroll, Jr., Public Affairs Officer, and in his company 
discussed it further with the U.S. Ambassador, Officers of the 
Government of Ceylon in the Education and External Affairs 
Ministries, and Ceylonese educational administrators and scholars. 
The proposal was cordially received, and a plan was devised.  
Unfortunately the Government of Ceylon does not at present find it 
feasible to permit the conversion of U.S. counterpart Ceylonese 
rupees to pay for the Fellows’ international travel, and the scheme 
is, therefore, in abeyance.1 

 
The following year Brown reported that 

 
The Executive Committee has continued to press for the opening 
of a program in Ceylon…Acting under instructions of the 
Executive Committee, the President went to Ceylon in February 
1964, to investigate the possibility of sending Fellows there, and 
found that the Government of Ceylon, as well as the United States 
Embassy, endorsed the idea.  Shortly after this United States aid to 
Ceylon was suspended, and the counterpart rupee resources there 
were so greatly diminished that a fellowship program could not be 
financed. The President visited Ceylon again in 1966, when aid 
had been resumed and counterpart rupee resources were being 
replenished.  The Government of Ceylon’s attitude, as expressed 
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by Ministers and other officers, continues to be cordial to the 
proposal, and the Institute has therefore requested the necessary 
financial support from the Department of State.  It is expected that, 
if Congress makes the funds available to the Bureau of Educational 
and Cultural Affairs, it will become possible to appoint Fellows in 
1967-68.  The Government of Ceylon wishes the operation to be 
that of an American Institute of Ceylon Studies, responsible 
directly to headquarters in the United States.2 

 
 At the AIIS Executive Committee meeting in New York on 2 April 1966, Brown stated 
that he had requested the Department of State to allocate 

 
…$103,000 per year for three years for the Institute’s [AIIS] 
enlarged operations in Ceylon.   

 
He further stated that he had had conversations with Ceylonese government officials and that the 
prospects for AIIS expansion in that area looked much brighter following the installation of the 
new administration in Colombo.  Brown further pointed out that officials in Ceylon were willing 
to have the Ceylon program operate under overall direction from the Poona headquarters of the 
AIIS, and that it would be called the “American Institute of Ceylonese Studies.”3 
 By 1967 W. Norman Brown was able to report further progress towards obtaining 
fellowships for work in Ceylon.  The question of a name for the proposed institute, its legal 
relationship to the AIIS, and the locus of its administrative headquarters proved to be thorny 
problems.  The Minutes of the 8 April 1967 Executive Committee Meeting covered these 
questions: 

 
The question of the institute for Ceylonese studies was 
discussed…the President reported an agreement with the State 
Department to open operations in Ceylon, in support of which NSF 
money will probably also be available for the Center.  But this is to 
be examined only after support of the three Indian Centers 
[Calcutta, Delhi, and Madras] is okayed by NSF…The President 
went on to say that $22,500 worth of rupees will be available from 
the State Department, which will support one Faculty Research 
and one Junior Fellowship.  We have already received one 
complete application, and two or three Junior fellowship 
applications are in process.  We will be able to send out these 
Fellows (2) even if the Center does not materialize. 
The question arose as to the title of the Ceylon operation, and the 
President remarked that the Ceylon Government’s suggestion is 
that it be called the American Institute of Ceylonese Studies.  After 
the Chicago meeting, the President consulted the Institute’s 
[AIIS’] lawyers, who felt that the charter of incorporation which 
permits offices and other means to carry on the objects and 
purposes of the Institute anywhere in the world is sufficient 
authority.  But the President said, the other phrase in the charter 
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“to support the advancement of knowledge and understanding of 
India” might have to be amended…amendment requires a majority 
vote of the Trustees at two successive meetings or a unanimous 
vote of the Trustees by a mail ballot…Essentially, these changes 
would be to strike out references to specific names of countries, 
and to insert the phrase “India and countries with related cultures.” 
The Treasurer [Donald Murray] suggested that we make no change 
and form an unincorporated committee…In order to operate in 
Ceylon we [the AIIS] can have a committee called the American 
Institute of Ceylonese Studies…If the Treasurer’s suggestion is 
acceptable, the Executive Committee can appoint members to the 
American Institute of Ceylonese Studies.  The name is important.  
And we will have to operate from Philadelphia [AIIS 
Headquarters], not from Poona.  The rupees will be paid from the 
Embassy in Colombo, and the Fellow himself will have to make 
the arrangements for getting them.  If there is a Center, of course, 
that will eliminate all worries. 

 
[A] proposal that the American Institute of Indian Studies change its name to the American 
Institute of South Asian Studies met with general disagreement by the Executive Committee. 
The discussion concluded with a resolution: 

 
 …that the Executive Committee of the American Institute 
of Indian Studies constitute itself a Committee to establish and 
operate an American Institute of Ceylonese Studies with 
headquarters in Philadelphia, Pa., and an office in Colombo, 
Ceylon, and the Committee instructs the President, Secretary, and 
Treasurer to implement the establishment of the American Institute 
of Ceylonese Studies.4 

 
 By October 1967 incorporation of the AICS became a major issue.  The Minutes of the 
20 October 1967 Meeting in Philadelphia of the AIIS Executive Committee showed that the 
question of revising the AIIS Certificate of Incorporation was seriously considered.  The 
Institute’s counsel suggested amending the phrase describing AIIS purposes as research “in India 
and in countries with related cultures.”  However, a “…question was raised concerning the term 
‘related’: is the proposed change in order to give leverage with the United States or with 
Ceylon?,” the answer given was the United States, since “…no one in Ceylon ever needs to see 
the Articles of Incorporation.” 
 A resolution to amend the Third Article of the Certificate of Incorporation was passed.5  
A sentence was added at the end of the second paragraph of the Article to read: “The foregoing 
objects and purposes shall be carried out primarily in India and other countries with related 
cultures.”  Apparently the Trustees were never called upon to vote on this since the latest 
Certificate showed no change. 
 The Executive Committee further discussed the lines of administration for the proposed 
AICS.  Brown pointed out that Ceylon did not want a connection with AIIS headquarters in 
Poona, since this would have made it analogous with the AIIS Regional Centers in Calcutta, 
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Delhi and Madras.  Rather, the proposed AICS would be directed from Philadelphia with lines 
through the American Embassy in Colombo.  The American Resident Director in Poona could 
visit Colombo as a private representative of the AICS rather than of the AIIS, and control of the 
AICS was to be between Colombo and Philadelphia.6  This arrangement had been jocularly 
referred to as emanating from W. Norman Brown’s hip pocket.  It certainly had informal 
overtones and skirted cumbersome legal niceties.  As with many other things that Brown 
organized, the arrangement worked, albeit for a limited period. 
 The AICS, described as “an affiliate of the AIIS,” was established in late 1967 with 
approval of the Government of Ceylon to proceed with operations from a base, although not a 
Center, in Colombo. 
 For the first year, 1968-69, two fellowships were awarded: one at the Faculty Research 
level in Art History, and one at the Junior level in Anthropology.  Another Junior Fellow was 
sent in 1969-70 and one more Faculty Fellow in 1970-71.  Perhaps one or two more fellowships 
were awarded, but documentation is sparse.  The names of the awardees are not given in the 
AIIS annual reports, even though the AICS was deemed to be an affiliate.  The only data 
presented in AIIS reports were the total expenditures, year by year, and then for a period from 1 
July 1967 to 30 June 1972 -- presumably the complete five-year duration of the experimental 
affiliation.  These figures show the following total expenditures for the AICS expressed in dollar 
equivalence of Ceylonese rupees, exclusive of international travel costs that were paid directly 
by the U.S. Embassy:7 

 
    Fellowships  $28,552 
    Travel       1,336 
    Total:   $29,888 
 
 2. Conclusion 
 American scholarly concern with Ceylon/Sri Lanka existed on a small scale all through 
the post World War II period.  The short-lived AICS was a valiant attempt, spearheaded by W. 
Norman Brown and his AIIS colleagues, to piggy-back field research in Ceylon on the solid 
structural base of the AIIS.  Funding constraints, political uncertainties, and Sri Lankan 
sensitivity to working through an India-based organization apparently felled the operation.  For 
the next two decades Fulbright, Ford Foreign Area, and Social Science Research Council grants 
enabled U.S. scholars to conduct funded research in Sri Lanka in the absence of any independent 
research institute.  
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CHAPTER VIII. AMERICAN INSTITUTES IN OTHER SOUTH ASIAN NATIONS 
 
VIII. B. AMERICAN INSTITUTE FOR SRI LANKAN STUDIES: 1995 - 
 1. Establishment 
 Scholars of Sri Lanka succeeded in establishing their own institute on the model of those 
for India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh in 1995.  This followed discussions for a couple of years and 
encouragement from the Sri Lankan Government in the person of the Sri Lankan Ambassador to 
the United States, Dr. Ananda W. P. Guruge, when he visited the University of Texas at Austin 
in late 1993. 
 
 2. Officers, Bylaws, and Membership  
 The American Institute for Sri Lanka Studies was established in August 1995 at a 
gathering of scholars at the University of New Hampshire in Durham.  At that meeting the 
following were elected as the initial office-bearers: 
 
 President:   Chandra R. de Silva, (Indiana State University, Terre Haute) 
 Vice President: Deborah Winslow, (University of New Hampshire) 
 Secretary:  Jeanne Maracek, (Swarthmore College) 
 Treasurer:  Sue Reed, (Johns Hopkins University) 
 
 Bylaws were drawn up and adopted at a meeting in Madison, Wisconsin in October 1995 
following some amendments.  The AISLS was incorporated in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts in 1996.  Following that, two kinds of memberships were announced -- 
institutional and individual. 
 
 To begin with, the following institutions became members: 
 
Indiana State University, Terre Haute; University of Chicago; and The Intercollegiate Sri Lanka 
Educational Program (ISLE) -- whose members were the following colleges: Bates, Bowdoin, 
Carleton, Colby, Hobart and William Smith, and Swarthmore.  Other likely members were North 
Carolina’s Research Triangle Consortium, Cornell University, and the University of Texas at 
Austin. 
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CHAPTER VIII. AMERICAN INSTITUTES IN OTHER SOUTH ASIAN NATIONS 
 
VIII. C. AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF PAKISTAN STUDIES: 1973 - 
 1. Context 
 The ten-month civil war in East Pakistan, the entry of India into that war, and the 
subsequent establishment of the independent nation of Bangladesh in December 1971 added up 
to as traumatic a development in Pakistan’s first quarter-century of existence as Partition itself 
had been in 1947.  But at lease it cleared the air and rid residual Pakistan of its distant eastern 
wing.  After the cease-fire on 5 December 1971, Zulfigar Ali Bhutto, chairman of the Pakistan’s 
People’s Party, took over the reins of power from the discredited president, General Yahya 
Khan.  In March 1972 Bhutto was formally installed as President.  He quickly lifted martial law 
and began to bring about some kind of normalcy.  By July 1972 through the Bhutto-Indira 
Gandhi Simla Accord he restored relations with India.  In April 1973 Bhutto instituted a new 
constitution that returned Pakistan to parliamentary form of government, taking over the 
powerful prime ministership himself under a figurehead president. 
 In 1973, under Bhutto’s guidance, Pakistan began slowly to open its doors more widely 
than before to foreign scholars.  Its government became “more facilitative of American research 
in Pakistan than at any other time in twenty-nine years.”1  Ralph Braibanti described a major 
benefit for such research in the newly-cleared air in truncated Pakistan in the following passage: 

 
[In addition to the new government posture], a second factor is the 
contraction and consolidation of the cultural heartland of Pakistan 
resulting from the establishment of Bangladesh.  This greatly 
simplifies research and lessens the distortion and imprecision 
consequent to the formulation of generalizations of proximate 
nationwide validity.  No longer do we have to qualify our 
observations by limiting them to half the country.  Nor do we have 
to immerse ourselves in two cultures and life-styles to understand 
one nation.  The regionalization that exists can be exaggerated in 
the interest of national disunity and can be underestimated by 
euphoric nationalism.  But on balance it is no more that that of 
Belgium, Lebanon, the United Kingdom, and certainly less than 
that of India.  From the perspective of scholarly research, 
consolidation of a heartland with reinforced psychic and political 
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bonds with the Middle East is a distinct advantage.2 
 
Separation from the Bengalis of the borderland with monsoon South East Asia, who were 
culturally worlds apart from the deserts of West Asia and with whom Islam alone was common, 
made it possible for “…Pakistan [to] move increasingly into the sphere of Middle Eastern 
concerns which is its authentic cultural heritage and will be its meaningful economic and 
strategic arena as well.”3  All these new conditions and factors made it possible in 1973 to revive 
plans to establish an American academic outpost in a much less complex and more open 
Pakistan. 
 
 2. Establishment of the American Institute of Pakistan Studies 
 After a conference held at Duke University in 1964 to explore possibilities for an 
overseas institute, Ralph Braibanti went to Pakistan to propose its establishment. However, in his 
words, 

 
That period was the nadir of American scholarly relations with 
Pakistan [and] from 1964 to last year [1972], American graduate 
students and mature scholars doing research on Pakistan could be 
counted on the fingers of two hands.4 

 
 The American Institute of Pakistan Studies (AIPS) was incorporated in the State of 
Delaware in August 1973 under leadership from Duke and Villanova Universities and with the 
support of scholars from twenty other U.S. institutions.  Its goal, as an independent scholarly 
organization, was to promote research on all aspects of Pakistan.  It was inaugurated at a 
ceremony in New York on 21 September 1973 by Prime Minister Zulfigar Ali Bhutto who was 
in the U.S. on his first state visit.  On that occasion Ralph Braibanti, who had assumed the 
presidency of the Institute, in his remarks before Prime Minister Bhutto, stated that 
 

…the inauguration today [of the AIPS] caps an effort started a 
decade ago by a small group of scholars who had long tried to 
place Pakistan properly in the context of Asian studies particularly 
and comparative studies generally.5 

 
On that same occasion Ralph Braibanti took note of the person he proclaimed to be the driving 
force behind the Institute, Hafeez Malik, Professor of Political Science at Villanova and newly 
named Director of AIPS: 

 
I must also express the gratitude of the scholars present here to our 
distinguished director, Professor Hafeez Malik, who a year ago 
took the initiative in this enterprise and almost single-handedly 
brought the negotiations to the epiphenomenon which this 
occasion represents.  All activities of this kind depend upon the 
initiative, courage and energy of one man.  In this instance it was 
Professor Malik who successfully confronted the citadels of three 
great bureaucracies -- that of Pakistan, that of the United States 
and (most formidable bureaucracy of all) that of the American 
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academic community.  He emerged triumphant though not entirely 
unscathed.  I must also name Professor Lawrence Ziring of 
Western Michigan University, Professor Howard Wriggins of 
Columbia University, and our distinguished legal counsel Irving G. 
Pollock, all of whom worked to make this event possible.  Let it be 
said now that although in some respects this has been a “one-man 
show,” our “one man,” Hafeez Malik, has consulted and 
cooperated with these colleagues and many others to the maximum 
feasible extent.6 

 
After citing the relevance of Pakistan to four contemporary intellectual currents, Braibanti 
concluded his remarks to the assemblage by addressing the Prime Minister directly: 

 
It is my hope that the work of this Institute will further develop 
some of these and other perspectives.  We shall seek to avoid 
becoming the victim of any ideology.  We shall encourage not only 
more intensive studies of Pakistan, but we shall encourage other 
scholars who have concentrated on other countries to study 
Pakistan with a view toward improving their comparative insights. 
 We shall promote the highest quality of scholarly production.  We 
hope for your continued support and we assure you that we shall 
bend every effort to respond with the finest standards of the 
ancient traditions of virtuous, dispassionate, empathetic, cautious 
academic scholarship.7 

 
As a Government of Pakistan press release of September 21, 1973 put it, the Institute represented 
“…part of Pakistan’s new policy of encouraging foreign scholars to study the problems of 
Pakistan.”  This policy of active promotion of research and study on and in Pakistan was 
supported by an initial grant from the Government of Pakistan of Rs. 500,000.  Clearly the 
Government of Pakistan saw that it could benefit from helping to establish the Institute by 
offering continuing support, just as it did from the establishment and upkeep of the Center for 
Pakistan Studies at Columbia University.  Such support was all well and good; nevertheless a 
research institute needed to assure its independence from any form of governmental influence. 
 
 3. Membership 
 At the outset the Institute was strictly an organization of individual scholars.  But 
beginning in 1974 it offered institutional membership for an annual fee of $500, and a number of 
major institutions joined, including the Universities of California-Berkeley, Pennsylvania, and 
Wisconsin.  In a release of November 1988 the Institute described itself as a consortium with a 
membership of sixteen colleges and universities that included the following: 
 
  Arkansas State    Illinois   South Carolina 
  College of Charleston  Juniata College Texas A&M 
  Columbia   Michigan State Villanova 
  Duke    Ohio State  Wake Forest 
  Harvard 
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 In 1988, of the “Big Four” South Asian studies centers, the University of Chicago had 
never been a member of AIPS, and the Universities of California-Berkeley, Pennsylvania, and 
Wisconsin had been until they withdrew in 1988-89 because of dissatisfaction with the 
Institute’s administration.  The above list shows that only one South Asia National Resource 
Center -- Columbia -- remained a member of AIPS after 1988.  Duke and Harvard each had 
substantial work on various aspects of South Asia, but none of the remaining member institutions 
had much more than a marginal South Asian studies component centered on a few (or perhaps 
only one) scholars.  The increasing amount of interest in Pakistan studies at the major centers 
was now increasingly focused on the new American Pakistan Research Organization that is 
described later. 
 
 4. Administration 
 The American Institute of Pakistan Studies was run by an elected Executive Committee.  
As of 1989 the officers were: 
 
   President Ralph Braibanti (Duke) 
   Director Charles H. Kennedy (Wake Forest) 
   Treasurer Afak Haydar (Arkansas State) 
   Secretary Craig Baxter (Juniata College) 
 
 Hafeez Malik (Villanova) had been Director from 1973 until 1988. 
 
 Previous Presidents included: Lee Bean (University of Utah), George Dales (Cal-
Berkeley), and Howard Wriggins (Columbia). 
 
 While AIPS officers served without remuneration, the Institute’s representative in 
Islamabad was paid an annual fee. No funding was available for administration in the U.S. 
(except for the costs of an annual trustees meeting), but institutions with which officers were 
affiliated provided support.  Between 1973 and 1988 the Directorship and the AIPS’ major 
activity, its Fellowship Program, were located at Villanova University and received substantial 
logistical support from that institution. 
 At the Pakistan end, the Institute was administered from the U.S. Educational Foundation 
in Pakistan (USEFP) in Islamabad whose main job was to handle the Fulbright exchange 
program. As of 1989 the Executive Secretary of the USEFP was Peter C. Dodd. 
 The American Institute of Pakistan Studies was a member of the Council of American 
Overseas Research Centers, a twelve-member group started in 1981 and housed in the 
Smithsonian Institution in Washington.  In addition the AIPS officers attended meetings of the 
U.S.-Pakistan Subcommission on Education and Culture held alternately in Washington and 
Islamabad, and the AIPS coordinated its activities with Subcommission policies.8 
 
 5. Funding 
 The American Institute of Pakistan Studies received funds from three sources: 
governments, participating institutions, and private corporations.  Both Pakistan and U.S. 
governments provided funds since the Institute’s establishment in 1973.  After an initial grant of 
Rs. 500,000, the Government of Pakistan made annual contributions through its Ministry of 
Education.  From the beginning U.S. government support came primarily through the United 
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States Information Agency’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, with local Institute 
administration in Pakistan handled by the United States Educational Foundation/Pakistan 
(USEFP).  Additional funds came from the Smithsonian Institution through its Special Foreign 
Currency Program (using U.S.-owned Pakistan rupees). 
 Membership fees from participating U.S. universities and colleges, plus fees payable by 
fellowship grantees at non-member institutions, provided dollars for some domestic 
administrative costs.  As noted above, home institutions of AIPS officers provided local 
logistical support for officers’ activities on behalf of the Institute. 
 The AIPS also received contributions from eleven corporate donors in the U.S. and 
Pakistan [according to a November 1988 statement].  As Braibanti pointed out in the first 
published account of the Institute’s activities: 

 
The Institute occasionally receives special purpose grants for 
conferences or other needs from American corporate entities.9 

 
 In the preface to that published account, Braibanti acknowledged grants to underwrite the 
report from North Carolina-based Liggett and Myers Tobacco Company of Durham and the 
Aeroglide Corporation of Raleigh. 
 
 6. Goals, Activities, and Accomplishments 
 The major goal of the American Institute of Pakistan Studies was to award research 
grants to American scholars for study in the field.  The Institute’s 1987 review showed that 
between 1974 and 1987 it awarded 103 fellowships to individuals representing twenty-four 
disciplines and coming from fifty-five institutions.  Of these fellowships one-third (28) were at 
the pre-doctoral level, and two-thirds (61) were post-doctoral and went to established scholars in 
their respective fields.  For one reason or another 14 of the total grants were not activated.  Over 
the years the Institute gave an average of 5 activated fellowships per year. 
 A breakdown of the 89 fellowships actually taken up revealed that an overwhelming 
number, 76 (85%), were in the social sciences (including archaeology and history); 9 (10%) were 
in humanistic disciplines (art, art history, literature, music, religious studies, Urdu), while 4 
(4.5%) were for professional advancement (nursing, photography, communications, and 
education).  The three most popular disciplines -- anthropology with 23 fellowships, political 
science with 18, and history with 16 -- totaled 57, and accounted for 64% of all fellowships.  It 
was surprising that even though the Berkeley Urdu Language Program was operating in Lahore 
throughout this period (with some financial support from AIPS) and might have been expected to 
generate interest in Urdu studies leading to advanced research, only three or four grants were 
awarded for some aspect of Urdu literature.  
 In addition to supporting American researchers in Pakistan, the Institute provided grants 
to Pakistani scholars to visit U.S. institutions to pursue work on their specialties or to attend 
conferences.  Between 1975 and 1987 these short-term post-doctoral awards brought seventeen 
Pakistanis to eleven American universities (about one per year) and had sent four scholars to an 
international conference sponsored in part by AIPS and held in Italy.  A statement of Institute 
plans for 1987-89 noted that, in accordance with suggestions made to it by the U.S.-Pakistan 
Subcommission on Education and Culture (of which more later); it would undertake to increase 
the number of Pakistani scholars visiting the United States to five or six per year. 
 The Institute’s mandate to promote the study and understanding of Pakistan in the U.S. 
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led it to seek out forums for presenting Pakistani views and issues.  AIPS encouraged scholars to 
participate as panel-organizers and paper-givers in regular learned society meetings, both of area 
organizations, such as the Association for Asian Studies and its regional conferences, and of 
discipline organizations.  Perusal of conference programs, however, showed that a small number 
of the same people heeded this call and turned up at meeting after meeting to expound somewhat 
well-worn subjects in an often contentious manner. 
 Between 1973 and 1997 the American Institute of Pakistan Studies succeeded in putting 
Pakistan studies onto a firmer footing than in the difficult 1950s and 1960s.  By 1998, under the 
auspices of the AIPS fellowship program, scholars had produced a substantial corpus: some 
fifty-four books, two hundred-ninety articles or chapters in books, and thirteen dissertation.10  
The total output of writing by AIPS grantees may even have been higher, since these data were 
difficult to track accurately.  Charles H. Kennedy of Wake Forest University compiled the first 
directory of publications by Institute fellows based on research done during the period of their 
awards.  To that he added an impressive list of Pakistan-related publications produced during 
their careers by members of the then AIPS Executive Committee and Institute Officers.11 
 As part of its effort to promote the study of Pakistan, the American Institute of Pakistan 
Studies on occasion provided funds for travel and maintenance of the American Resident 
Director of the Berkeley Urdu Language Program in Pakistan that had its headquarters in 
Lahore. 
 The AIPS facilitated American scholarly activity in Pakistan through simplifying and 
accelerating the Pakistan government’s acceptance of research proposals and issuance of visas, 
problems endemic to many nations where Americans traveled for study.  India, for example, 
often presented a thicket of thorns that researchers had to penetrate before proposals were 
accepted and visas issued.  One of the American Institute of Indian Studies’ most time-
consuming and sometimes sensitive tasks in New Delhi was to gain clearance for its fellowship 
grantees.  In this respect, Pakistan appeared to put fewer bureaucratic stumbling blocks in a 
scholar’s way than India. 
 
 7. AIPS Problems and Charting of New Directions 
 Administrative problems and alleged financial irregularities in the AIPS surfaced in the 
mid-1980s.  Funding agencies such as USIA and Smithsonian, along with some institutional 
members, began to express dissatisfaction with and lack of confidence in the administration of 
Director Hafeez Malik.  This eventually led to his replacement by Charles Kennedy and the 
removal of operations from Villanova to Wake Forest in 1987-88.  The Washington 
Coordinating Group of the U.S.-Pakistan Subcommission on Education and Culture was set up in 
November 1986 under the chairmanship of Christopher Van Hollen to work with its counterpart 
in Pakistan, the Islamabad Monitoring Group, to do several things.  One was to oversee such 
organizations of AIPS as well as to evaluate new organizations in the field of Pakistan studies.  
An immediate result of the Subcommission’s 1986 action appeared to have been pressure on the 
AIPS to reorganize its administration.  Meanwhile, a group of scholars at several of the major 
South Asian centers in the U.S. urged withdrawal of their institutions from the AIPS and formed 
an alternative Pakistan studies group, the American Pakistan Research Organization. 
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VIII. D. AMERICAN PAKISTAN RESEARCH ORGANIZATION: 1988 - 
 1. Formation in Response to Criticism of AIPS 
 By mid-1987 American scholars of Pakistan had become increasingly concerned, if not 
dissatisfied, with the perceived limitations, cronyism, non-academic criteria, and lack of 
responsiveness of the American Institute of Pakistan Studies to the developing needs of 
American students of Pakistan.  Its emphasis had long been heavily on social science projects 
with little apparent effort to promote work in the humanities useful to promote disciplinary 
balance.  AIPS administration under Director Hafeez Malik had been alleged to be erratic, if not 
autocratic, and financially irresponsible.  Protestations were to no avail, and attempts over 
several years at change and reform had come to naught. 
 At a public meeting on 8 November 1987 held in connection with the annual South Asia 
Conference at the University of Wisconsin, a group of Pakistan specialists met to consider 
formation of an organization to promote Pakistan studies that might bypass the AIPS, since 
efforts had failed to open it up and make desired changes.  At this meeting the assembled group 
passed a resolution to form an alternative group to be called the American Pakistan Research 
Organization (APRO).  It was widely hailed.  Under the dynamic combined leadership of Brian 
Spooner (Anthropology and Middle Eastern Studies at Penn) and Bruce Pray (South Asia 
Language and Literature and the University of California-Berkeley), the APRO was formally 
established in January 1988; bylaws drawn up; and the APRO was incorporated with non-profit 
status in the District of Colombia in February 1988. 
 The legally incorporated organization held its first public meeting during the Association 
for Asian Studies convention in March 1988 in San Francisco.  At that meeting officers for the 
first year of operation were elected by those present.  They were: 
 
  President  - Brian Spooner (University of Pennsylvania) 
  Vice-President  - Bruce Pray (Cal-Berkeley) 
  Secretary-Treasurer - Anita Weiss (University of Oregon) 
 
In addition, Muhammed U. Memon (University of Wisconsin) and Barbara Metcalf (University 
of California, Davis) were chosen Members-at-Large of the Executive Committee.  Officers with 
full three-year terms awaited the formation of a Board of Trustees. 
 Further open meetings to publicize APRO’s existence and its goals were held at the 
Middle East Studies Association convention, at the South Asia Conference in Madison, 
Wisconsin in November 1988, and at the AAS Conference in Washington, D.C. in March 1989.  
Future open meetings were planned for these annual events. 



VIII. D.  American Pakistan Research Organization: 1988 - 
 

- 603 - 

 
 2. Membership and Dues 
 Unlike the American Institute of Pakistan Studies, as well as the American Institute of 
Indian Studies and the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute, all of which were consortia of 
institutions, the APRO sought to be a “fully representative institution.”  This meant offering 
membership in three categories: institutional with annual dues of $1,000; individual at $25; and 
student at $10.  APRO began an active membership drive in September 1988.  By the time its 
first newsletter came out in the winter of 1988-89, its institutional members included: Cal-
Berkeley; Chicago; Colombia; Cornell; Harvard; Pennsylvania; Texas at Austin; Utah; 
Washington (Seattle); and Wisconsin.  This solid group of ten major universities (all but Harvard 
and Utah were National Resource Centers for South Asia) constituted an impressive beginning. 
 In an effort to function as an umbrella for other more specialized organizations, APRO 
designed a distinctive mechanism: invitations to other groups interested in Pakistan studies to 
affiliate with it.  Subsequently the Society for Harappan Studies and the American Institute of 
Archaeology in Pakistan joined as affiliates, as did long-term projects such as the Berkeley Urdu 
Language Program in Pakistan, the Multi-disciplinary Study of Folk Culture, and the Pashto 
Dictionary Project.  Dues for affiliation were set, and affiliated organizations were represented 
on the APRO Board of Trustees.  As Brian Spooner put it: 

 
This type of affiliation through APRO will contribute to the 
development of a comprehensive network of organizations and 
individuals working in Pakistan Studies and should help further a 
sense of community among scholars in the field.12 

 
 3. Governance and Institutional Data 
 According to its bylaws, APRO was governed by a Board of Trustees comprising a 
designee from each institutional member plus an equal number of trustees elected from among 
the total of individual members.  Affiliated organizations were also represented on the Board.  
Trustees held an annual meeting called by the APRO President. 
 The Board of Trustees elected from among its members an Executive Committee, a 
Nominating Committee, and a Fellowship Committee.  The Executive Committee consisted of 
the President, Vice-President, Secretary-Treasurer, and two At-Large Members elected from the 
trustees.  The officers served three-year terms. 
 Shortly after its formation in 1988, APRO was admitted to membership on the Council of 
American Overseas Research Centers (CAORC), a coordinating clearinghouse in Washington.  
The organization maintained close ties with the U.S.-Pakistan Subcommission on Education and 
Culture. 
 
 4. Funding and Programs 
 Funding of the American Pakistan Research Organization came from institutional and 
individual dues, as well as from U.S. and Pakistan government agencies.  APRO had plans, 
dependent on Government of Pakistan permission, to establish a multi-purpose center in 
Islamabad run by a resident director.13  As a pied-à-terre for visiting American scholars, it would 
function as a contact point to facilitate communication between American and Pakistani scholars 
through receptions, lectures, and a specialized library.  APRO also proposed to promote formal 
linkages between major U.S. universities that maintained Pakistan studies programs and selected 
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Pakistani universities.  The prototype for this was the Penn-Peshawar universities’ linkage that 
was established on a trial three-year basis.  This institutional linkage focused on language and 
area studies (in particular Pashto and other regional languages and their literatures) as well as 
economics and regional planning (in both their theoretical research and applied studies 
formulations).  
 In addition APRO planned to run a fellowship program beginning in 1990 to facilitate 
pre-doctoral and post-doctoral research in Pakistan by Americans.   
 
 5. Objectives 
 The APRO’s first newsletter published in early 1989 stated the organization’s overall 
goal was to raise the profile of Pakistan studies in America.14  Other purposes were expressed by 
Brian Spooner, APRO’s first president: 

 
In more formal terms, APRO’s general objectives are: (a) to 
promote Pakistan studies in the United States in all relevant 
academic disciplines, (b) to assist American scholars wishing to 
conduct research in Pakistan, and (c) to encourage dialogue and 
cooperation between American and Pakistani scholars.  More 
specifically APRO seeks to increase and deepen the disciplinary 
coverage of Pakistan Studies, with emphasis on the full range of 
the humanities and the social sciences, and to increase 
communication between the faculty at Pakistani universities and 
research institutes and U.S. universities, as well as among 
individual scholars.  Many of us are especially interested in 
developing projects in the various languages of Pakistan in order to 
make sources in those languages more accessible and to facilitate 
communication with their speakers. 
 Unlike the American Institute of Pakistan Studies which 
has done little in the way of publicizing its activities or opening 
itself to new ideas in promoting the study of Pakistan, APRO plans 
a number of mechanisms to bring about a sense of community 
among what it sees as an increasing number of “Pakistanists.”  
 While acknowledging the fact that this number has not yet 
reached the critical mass necessary for launching a separate journal 
devoted to Pakistan studies, APRO has designed its Newsletter as 
a semi-annual publication that “will keep us informed of each 
other’s activities and interests and which will enable us to share all 
types of information relevant to the field of Pakistan studies.”15 

 
 APRO’s emphasis on communication and the deliberate opening up of membership to 
individuals and affiliated groups stood in marked contrast to the more tightly controlled and less 
open modus operandi of the AIPS, and it appealed to a broader and more varied constituency 
than did the older AIPS. 
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CHAPTER VIII. AMERICAN INSTITUTES IN OTHER SOUTH ASIAN NATIONS 
 
VIII. E. AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BANGLADESH STUDIES: 1989 - 
 1. Context 
 Beginning in 1982 scholars interested in various aspects of the Bengali-speaking nation 
of Bangladesh started informal discussions on the possible establishment of an American 
Institute of Bangladesh Studies.  By 1989, when the AIBS became a reality, it did so by virtue of 
an agreement drawn up between the Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh and the 
American Institute of Bangladesh Studies, “a body incorporated under the laws of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, United States of America…as an association of institutes of 
higher learning formed to promote scholarly understanding between the two states…” 
 The AIBS agreed to communicate with the Bangladesh Government “either through the 
Ambassador of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh to the United States or a subordinate officer 
of the Embassy designated by the Ambassador or the Director General of the Ministry with 
responsibility for relations with the United States of America.1   

 The AIBS began its existence with a grant from the Bangladesh government of the 
Bangladeshi equivalent of $140,000. 
 Membership in the AIBS was restricted to institutions of higher learning.  The first 
members were Pennsylvania State University, the University of Pennsylvania, and the University 
of Chicago. 
 The first president of the AIBS was Craig Baxter of Juniata College in Huntingdon, PA, a 
political scientist who had been a U.S. Foreign Service Officer with experience in the 
subcontinent. 
 

ENDNOTES, VIII. E. 
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CHAPTER VIII. AMERICAN INSTITUTES IN OTHER SOUTH ASIAN NATIONS 
 
VIII. F. PROPOSALS FOR “UMBRELLA” AMERICAN INSTITUTES OF SOUTH 
   ASIAN STUDIES 
 1. History and Eventual Rejection of the Idea 
 It will be recalled that when plans were first drawn up for an American overseas center in 
India, the organization that was incorporated in 1934 for that purpose was called the American 
School of Indic and Iranian Studies (ASIIS).  While ASIIS sponsored some research projects in 
the late 1930s, plans to establish its headquarters in India were interrupted by World War II.  
After the war ended and following the momentous political changes in the subcontinent in 1947, 
the ASIIS successor governing committee officially changed the name of the, by then dormant, 
ASIIS to “American Institute of South Asian Studies (AISAS).”  According to the ten-year 
program for South Asian studies drawn up by the new Joint Committee, the time was ripe for 
setting up headquarters of the newly renamed institute in New Delhi.1  Detailed plans and a 
budget were drawn up, but at that time funding proved to be unavailable. 
 By the time funding was secured in 1962 through provision of P. L. 480 monies, it 
became clear that the bi-national -- U.S. and India -- agreement required restricting the Institute 
to India.  Hence the American Institute of South Asian Studies was pared down to American 
Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS) to accord with the wishes of the Government of India.  This 
disappointed W. Norman Brown, the chief American negotiator in establishing the Institute, 
because he had hoped the new organization, legal successor to the ASIIS of the 1930s, would 
transcend national political boundaries and cover instead what he viewed as the subcontinental 
civilizational entity, South Asia, with India at its center.2   
 The notion of an American institute of subcontinental scope was resurrected in the early 
1970s.  This followed a decade-long effort to form an institute for Pakistan studies, an effort that 
was not realized until August 1973.  At a meeting in March 1973 serious discussions were held 
among representatives of the American Institute of Indian Studies (AIIS), the Association for 
Asian Studies (AAS), and the proposed American Institute of Pakistan Studies (AIPS) on the 
question of establishing an umbrella American Institute of South Asian Studies (AISAS) to 
replace country-oriented institutes.  In an AIIS document it was reported: 

 
The discussion centered around [sic] the advantages for 
scholarship and finances of such an Institute, and the 
disadvantages involving political sensitivities and timing of 
formation.  The advantages suggested were the possibilities of 
multi-country studies, language program location and the more 
efficient use of fellowship processes, as well as the appeal to 
granting agencies of being able to negotiate with one group rather 
than many.  The disadvantages discussed were the possible 
reluctance on the part of individual countries in South Asia to deal 
with an organization involved with the other countries, and the 
suggestion that the formation of such an organization at this point 
in time might upset arrangements currently being negotiated by 
other groups.  There was also discussion as to the structure such an 
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Institute might develop, and the position in that structure of the 
AIIS.3 

 
The AIIS Trustees’ meeting thereupon passed a resolution that its president appoint a committee 
to explore “sensibilities and concerns among South Asia scholars, and possible means of 
effecting closer cooperation.”4 
 Even as the AIIS committee debated the issue, the AIPS was successfully launched with 
its incorporation in August 1973.  When the AIIS Executive Committee met shortly thereafter in 
October, its minutes recorded that: 

 
There is some difference of opinion about the umbrella institute 
that is being discussed.  The Board of Foreign Scholarships, the 
Ford Foundation, and CU [Cultural Affairs section of the 
Department of State] seem to be arguing for a single source.  
However, since the American Institute of Pakistan Studies is about 
to begin functioning, there has been no recent impetus for a larger 
body.  The situation is complicated however, by the fact that we 
now have three Institutes in South Asian Studies, and this is 
arousing some criticism. In response to some questions about the 
state of the American Institute of Pakistan Studies, it was remarked 
that the feeling is that the State Department will ultimately agree to 
support it, because there is strongly favorable feeling in Islamabad. 
 There is a further question of a proposed American Institute 
of Bangladesh Studies.  Ralph Nicholas felt that if such an Institute 
were created, it should be done within the framework of the 
Institute [i.e., AIIS].  There was some question, however, of 
whether or not the American Institute of Indian Studies should 
begin to consider ways in which a single agency might be created. 
 The argument was made that funding agencies consider U.S. 
administrative costs would be much less if there were a single 
agency.  It was remarked that it is perhaps a good time for the 
Institute [AIIS] to consider seeking an agreement to work in 
Bangladesh, but that we should wait and see what happens before 
discussing matters with the American Institute of Pakistan Studies. 
 It was pointed out that we have a specific agreement with the 
Government of India, and that we should under no circumstances 
be dissolved into a larger agency.  In fact, the diversity represented 
by several agencies is desirable and representative of the true 
position of scholarship.5 

 
 The AIIS Executive Committee further suggested exploring the possibility of an Institute 
of Bangladesh Studies since Bangladesh had become a separate nation in 1971.  It also 
considered the possibility of  
 

…an interlocking directorate with the AIPS through which 
information could be shared and issues of common concern 
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treated.6  
 
It was reported further that “…the discussion was extended to include the already existing 
American Institute of Ceylon Studies [sic, Ceylonese],” although the AICS effectively came to 
an end after the revolution in 1972 when the government changed, and the Dominion of Ceylon 
became the Republic of Sri Lanka.  The new government frowned upon admitting foreign 
academic organizations.  The AIIS Executive Committee set up a subcommittee to look into 
these matters, with Ralph Nicholas and James Gair exploring the Bangladesh and Sri Lanka 
situations respectively. 
 At some point in 1973-74 the discussion broadened to consider an American Institute of 
Nepal Studies.  The matter of all three proposed institutes was dealt with in the Nicholas-Gair 
subcommittee report7 that was summarized for the AIIS Trustees’ meeting on 3-4 April 1974.  
According to the summary provided in the minutes, the writers felt that it might be possible for 
institutes for Bangladesh and Nepal studies to be governed by a Board of Trustees that would 
have membership identical with that of the AIIS, that membership in the new institutes could be 
gained through AIIS membership, but that each institute would have a separate president.  The 
report also pointed out that separate corporations would not be necessary and that governance 
could be by committees authorized simply to use the name of the new institutes.  However, the 
possibility of setting up new institutes in any form at that time foundered on the non-availability 
of funding.  Neither major funding agency -- the Ford Foundation or the Department of State -- 
was interested in providing support.8 
 In 1974 Nicholas warned the AIIS Trustees that any proposal for an American Institute of 
South Asian Studies (AISAS) might cause antagonism in South Asia and should be avoided, 
especially during this period of dicey Indo-American relations.  The notion of an AISAS was put 
on hold, if not forgotten. 
 In 1978 renewed consideration of some sort of umbrella South Asian research 
organization emerged at an AIIS Executive Committee meeting attended by representatives of 
the USIA and Department of State.  They urged the Committee to 

 
Explore the possibilities of AIIS sponsored Research Fellows in 
the countries of Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bangladesh, and Afghanistan.9 

 
Objections were raised that if separate institutes for each country were run under the same 
governing body, i.e. the AIIS, this would jeopardize AIIS’ real strength, which was 
specialization in Indian studies.  Moreover, it was pointed out that neither Bangladesh nor Nepal 
would react positively to an academic organization operated from a central office in New Delhi.  
Another suggestion was that the AIIS could continue to handle Indian fellowships and AIPS 
could handle research in Pakistan, while a new AISAS could be established to take responsibility 
for research efforts in the four smaller nations referred to above.  It was unclear how the U.S. 
Government representatives present at this meeting reacted to these objections and suggestions.  
However, this 1978 discussion of a full or partial umbrella organization appeared to have laid the 
matter to rest permanently.  Institutes for Bangladesh (1989) and Sri Lanka (1995) were in time 
established as independent entities.  
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CHAPTER IX. OTHER NATIONS’ ACADEMIC CENTERS IN INDIA 
 
IX. A. CANADA: SHASTRI INDO-CANADIAN INSTITUTE: 1966 - 
 1. Canada and India: Worlds Apart 
 Two more dissimilar countries -- Canada and India -- are hard to imagine.  On opposite 
sides of the globe, these two nations represent civilizational, geographic, and demographic 
extremes.  India’s ancient literate civilization stands in contrast to Canada’s ancient preliterate 
Inuit and Canadian first-nation cultures, added to in only very recent centuries by incoming 
western civilization through colonization by Britain and France.  India’s -- and even more -- 
South Asia’s geographic expanse reaches from near the equator north to the Himalayan heights 
with every kind of climate and topography in between, while Canada’s even greater expanse 
(after the former U.S.S.R., the world’s largest country), with some 4,500 miles between east and 
west coasts, is northern temperate to artic in nature.  The Indian subcontinent, taking South Asia 
as a civilizational whole, contains a billion people, while Canada -- at only 25,000,000 -- is only 
2.5% of that. 
 Yet Canada and India share significant elements of history.  They have shared colonial 
pasts under both France and Britain, and both have since their respective independence been 
self-governing British Dominions within the Commonwealth of Nations.  While Canada 
remained a Dominion, India became a Republic in 1950 after three years of Dominion status.  
Nevertheless, through skillful Canadian diplomatic mediation between London and New Delhi, 
India remained a Commonwealth member.  In time both countries became leading senior 
members of the erstwhile British imperial club. 
 Such history in common, however, did not imply or foster mutual awareness.  On the 
contrary, in their separate worlds on different sides of the planet Canadians and Indians existed 
in what Michael Brecher, the eminent scientist, termed a state of “mutual non-awareness.”1  The 
only South Asian presence for many years was the sizeable but largely self-contained Sikh 
community in British Columbia that began in 1904 with the recruitment of laborers to work on 
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Canadian railroads and in the lumber and mining industries.  Their presence was hardly felt 
outside the Pacific coast province.  In fact, even until after World War II, in Brecher’s words 

 
Economic ties [between Canada and India] were minimal.  Culture 
relations were non-existent…There was, at most, a handful of 
Canadian university courses on India.  And few Canadian scholars 
engaged in research on any aspect of India…In short, Canada and 
Canadians knew little about India; and India and Indians, little 
about Canada.2 

 
Brecher continued 

 
That reality -- few Canadians studying India and unawareness of 
India at all levels of Canadian society -- remained basically 
unchanged throughout the fifties and the first half of the sixties.3 

 
 If Canadians had little awareness of India, they also traditionally showed little interest in 
or involvement with Asia as a whole, as Edward Moulton noted with a quote from a 1972 
Canadian Senate report: 

 
…Asia is the least familiar to Canadians of all the world’s great 
zones of civilization.4 

 
Consequently, in Moultons’s words: 

 
…it was not surprising that in the area of education, Asian studies 
were very slow to develop.5 

 
Given Canada’s position on the Pacific Rim with its lengthy British Columbia coastline and 
important harbors, Canadians gradually came to realize that 

 
…the Far East is where the action is in Asia, in both socialist 
innovation and capitalist development.6 

 
East Asian studies slowly came to attract attention in Canadian universities.  South Asian 
studies, by contrast, did not stimulate much interest “despite the Commonwealth connection and 
Canada’s long-term economic assistance programme”7 in India’s first years of independence.  
While East Asian studies continued to predominate -- as indeed they did in the United States -- 
South Asian studies began in the late 1960s to develop a niche within Canadian academe.  This 
development was in fact an eventual by-product of Canada’s long-term program of economic 
assistance to India, and it was master-minded in its initial phase by Michael Brecher who, in 
1951-52, was among the first Canadian scholars to go to India for dissertation research. 
 After a subsequent decade of involvement with India -- and many well-received 
publications -- Brecher realized how unfortunate it was that Canadian scholars “had to rely on 
non-Canadian sources for funding, in my own case, the Nuffield Foundation for one extended 
visit, the Rockefeller Foundation for another.”8  Brecher acted upon this realization in the spring 
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of 1965 while on another research stint in India. 
 
 2. Establishing a Scholarly Link: One Man’s Role 
 It is generally agreed that it was Michael Brecher who took the initiative in 1965 to 
establish an “institute to forge a scholarly link between Canada and India.”9  The Institute had 
been described by Moulton as 

 
…the mid-1960s brainchild of Professor Michael Brecher of 
McGill, at that time Canada’s leading Political Scientist of Modern 
India.10 

 
Ratna Ghosh, Professor of Education at McGill, wrote that 

 
…Brecher was instrumental in establishing the Institute in order to 
build a cultural bridge between India and Canada.11 

 
Brecher’s exact role in the building of this bridge was not widely known until 1988 when he 
himself was persuaded to recount the details to an assemblage in New Delhi gathered to 
celebrate the 20th anniversary of what became the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute.  While 
Brecher had not continued his own studies of the subcontinent, the Institute’s Board of Directors 
managed to press him to join the celebration and recollect the events of 1965 and reflect on their 
consequences.  Apparently for reasons of modesty Brecher had in the intervening period related 
the full story of the Institute’s origin to only a few.  While hoping to avoid any charge of self-
congratulation, Brecher admitted he was not just “present at the creation” but was indeed the 
creator of the idea. 
 The idea for an institute did not emerge from deliberations of a committee consciously 
set up to prepare a proposal; rather, it came from a dozen years of experience by a scholar who, 
during his periods of research, developed wide contacts with India’s leadership and who gained 
the confidence and indeed admiration of Indian officials from Prime Minister Nehru on down.  
In combination with this experience and rapport, Brecher had close relationships with the United 
States’ South Asianists and was in a position to observe the successful launching in 1961-62 of 
both the American Institute of Indian Studies and the Library of Congress’ massive acquisitions 
program for American research libraries.  Since both these efforts came about with the blessings 
of the Government of India and were largely funded by U.S.-owned counterpart rupees, Brecher 
was stimulated to think 

Surely a Commonwealth member, perceived generally as friendly 
to India, merited equal treatment.12 

 
 3. Birth of Canadian Institute of Indian Studies: 1965 
 Armed with his idea and with the U.S. precedent in the background, when Michael 
Brecher was in India studying the first post-independence prime ministerial succession (Nehru 
had died in 1964, and Lal Bahadur Shastri had been chosen to succeed him), Brecher arranged to 
present his idea informally to then-Finance Minister T. T. Krishnamachari one evening in May 
1965.  As Brecher related in his 1988 Anniversary Speech, he had know Krishnamachari ever 
since the1950s when he researched his political biography of Nehru.  Brecher’s proposal that 
evening for the creation of an educational bridge between the two countries elicited 
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Krishnamachari’s quick response, 
 
…a splendid idea…who should be the initial members?13 

 
Within one hour -- reportedly all the time the meeting lasted -- Brecher suggested that at the 
outset the members should be: McGill, Toronto, and British Columbia universities, plus the 
National Library of Canada.  Funding should be split equally between research fellowships and 
the acquisition of library materials.  The Finance Minister quickly accepted the idea that such an 
institute could be supported by rupee funds derived from the sale to India of food and other 
Canadian products.  The very next day, in Brecher’s narrative, he joined the Canadian High 
Commissioner (equivalent in the British Commonwealth to Ambassador) in Krishnamachari’s 
office and worked out an agreement in “quasi-official form.”  At the same meeting it was 
suggested that since Prime Minister Shastri was about to journey to Canada and receive an 
honorary degree at McGill University, the Prime Minister should announce at that time the 
establishment of the institute with the Government of India’s support.  In this heady meeting the 
next thing that happened was that Michael Brecher was deputed by the GOI to 

 
…draft a paragraph for the Prime Minister’s speech at McGill 
announcing the Government of India’s commitment to the 
Institute.14 

 
 So in June 1965 the Canadian Institute of Indian Studies was formally proclaimed by 
India’s Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri with Brecher’s words on the Montreal campus of 
McGill University.  It was greeted with some surprise, albeit general acclaim.  Because things 
had happened so fast, it seemed that McGill administrators had not officially received word by 
the time of the convocation. 
 
 4. Rebirth as Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute (SICI): 1966 
 The Canadian Institute of Indian Studies lasted until January 1966 when, after Shastri’s 
sudden death in Tashkent after negotiating with Pakistan’s President Ayubkhan, all concerned 
believed it 

 
…appropriate to rename the Institute in the late Prime Minister’s 
honour.15 

 While the initial discussions and agreement were made with lightning speed, the legal 
arrangements for a charter of incorporation (Letters Patent, in Canadian parlance) proceeded at a 
more typical bureaucratic pace.  Incorporation took a year -- coming in 1967 -- followed one 
year later by the November 1968 inauguration of the Institute in New Delhi by joint government 
announcement.  By March 1969 effective operations began in India with the opening of the 
Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute (SICI) office in New Delhi.  Meanwhile, Institute headquarters 
was set up in Montreal at McGill University that, because of the central role of its professor, 
Michael Brecher, was the Institute’s de facto senior member. 
 By 1970 seven other universities that developed programs on South Asia applied for 
membership and were admitted as Associate Members.  This tended to dispel what Brecher 
characterizes as 
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…the regrettable tension arising at the beginning…, based upon 
the  
unfounded assumption that the Institute was conceived from the 
outset as a private club of three Canadian universities.16 

 
 Brecher explained that at the time the Institute was being created only three universities 
had large enough programs on South Asia to warrant membership in such an enterprise.  Others 
came along quite quickly, and within twenty years, as detailed below, total membership grew to 
twenty-two universities plus the National Library of Canada. 
 
 5. Structure and Functions of SICI 
  a. Purposes: Original and Expanded  
 The general mandate of the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute laid out in the 1967 charter of 
incorporation was to “support and promote the advancement of knowledge and understanding of 
India through studies in the fields of the humanities and social sciences.”17  This was brought 
about in a two-part Canada-focused program, both parts oriented to advanced research in India.  
The two parts were: first, a fellowship program to send Canadian faculty and pre-doctoral 
scholars to India for field research; and, second to establish a substantial acquisitions program 
for selected Canadian libraries of materials needed to enhance the research capacity within 
Canada of Canadian scholars on Indian topics.  These two programs were to be accorded equal 
importance and support.  The original intent agreed to by both governments was, therefore, to 
benefit Canadian scholars interested in India and to promote Indian studies in Canada.  As an 
early annual report put it: 

 
Because comparatively large numbers of Indians were coming to 
our country on Canadian assisted programs to study science and 
technology, the Institute was conceived as a very modest one-way 
reverse flow.18 

 
 At the same time, according to the 1972-73 Institute report, discussions began on the 
perceived need to develop new programs to bring about reciprocity of the scholarly exchange 
functions between the two countries.  The original intent itself was brought into question by 
asking, “What does the Institute do for India?”  Many in both nations suggested that the Institute 
-- a supposedly bi-national enterprise -- should go beyond an endeavor to make India and its rich 
heritage better understood in Canada.19 
 By 1975 the Canadian Ministry of External Affairs started to fund a program to bring 
Indian scholars to lecture on Indian subjects at Canadian universities.  The Government of 
India’s Ministry of Education was to select, with input from the SICI, twelve Indian scholars as 
visiting lecturers at SICI member universities during the program’s first two years, 1975-77.  
Problems arose, however, because of GOI reluctance to accept SICI recommendations on 
nominees.20   
 As part of the increasing movement towards reciprocity and away from the original 
intent, the Institute began to plan a Canadian studies program in India that it hoped would lead to 
enhanced mutual knowledge and understanding through dispatch to India of scholars, artists, and 
experts to lecture and demonstrate Canadian history and culture.  In late 1978 the first Canadian 
Studies Fellow arrived in India with many more to follow.21 
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 From the first serious discussions of reciprocity, it took five years before the SICI 
Charter was amended (in 1981) formalizing mutuality and reciprocal relations in the conduct of 
Institute affairs.  The 1981 Amendment enabled the Institute, in concert with GOI agencies and 
institutions, to take a number of steps for the immediate development of Canadian studies in 
India.  Among these, the Indian University Grants Commission designated seven centers for 
Canadian studies, each for a specific discipline.  One of these, the MS University of Baroda, 
quickly organized an annual seminar on Canadian studies in its designated discipline.  Under bi-
national sponsorship the Indian Association of Canadian Studies was formed.  Arrangements 
were made for two Indian scholars to visit Canada each year to study some aspect of Canadian 
history and culture.  This was in contrast to, but supplemented, the previously noted program of 
visits by Indian lecturers that had been to further Indian studies in Canada. 
 The program of reciprocity took off during 1987-88.  The Indian Association of Canadian 
Studies was admitted as a member to the International Council of Canadian Studies; an 
interdisciplinary social science conference was held on “Regionalism and National Identity: 
Canada-India Experience;” and three Indian universities (JNU, Goa, and Pondicherry) proposed 
studies of Francophone Canada.22 
 These vastly-expanded Institute programs were not without their critics.  They were 
questioned in terms of financial constraints and shortages of appropriate personnel.  In order to 
be all things to all men, was the Institute spreading itself too thin?  Michael Brecher seemed to 
think so, and in his twenty-year retrospective he called the Institute’s expansion both impressive 
and disquieting.23   
 
  b. Membership 
 In the Canadian federation of ten provinces and two territories established under the 
British North American Act of 1867, exclusive jurisdiction over education was given to the 
provincial legislatures.  Each unit of the federation developed its own educational system; 
consequently a great variety co-existed without any overall national policy, plan, or federal 
ministry.  The provinces jealously guarded their prerogative, although more and more they had 
to look to the federal government for funds.  With acceptance of federal support they 
experienced some erosion of their autonomy. 
 While there were some four hundred universities and colleges in Canada, at this time, 
only eighty-three were of sufficient stature to belong to the Association of Universities and 
Colleges of Canada.  Of these eighty-three, sixty-one were English-speaking, seventeen French-
speaking, and five were bi-lingual.  About three-quarters of all Canadian institutions of higher 
learning were in Ontario, Quebec, and the Maritime provinces of the eastern seaboard, reflecting 
the distribution of Canada’s population.  In eastern Canada most universities and colleges began 
as church-related institutions (McGill and Dalhousie universities being the prominent 
exceptions); in western Canada universities and colleges were most often the creation of 
provincial governments, usually on the American land-grant model.  Many institutions dated 
from the 19th century or early 20th, but just after World War II a large number were established 
(mostly on the basis of existing colleges) in response to heavy demand by returning servicemen. 
 About half of the Shastri member universities were post-war developments.  Against this broad-
stroke picture of Canadian higher education, let us look at Shastri Institute membership and see 
how the organization developed as a nation-wide body despite such a diverse background.  
 As Michael Brecher proposed in 1965, the three universities that joined the National 
Library of Canada in 1968 to constitute the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute were McGill 
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(founded in 1821), Toronto (founded in 1827), and British Columbia (founded in 1908).  These 
long-established institutions -- two in the east and one in the far west -- already had the 
beginnings of South Asian studies and the desire for more.  Their geographic dispersal suggested 
nuclei from which a nation-wide network might eventually emerge.  That was essentially what 
happened. 
 The Shastri Institute program was from the outset divided equally into fellowship and 
library segments.  In his trenchant examination of the Institute’s first decade, Moulton reported: 

 
Since the fellowship programme was open to scholars at all 
Canadian universities, it was the desire to share in the library 
programme which provided the main incentive for other 
universities to join the Institute.  The constitution made no 
provision for additional full members but permitted associate 
membership which entailed a small annual fee, offered a limited 
voice in policy formation, and held out the hope of eventual 
participation in the library programme.24 

 
 Attracted particularly by the possibility of benefits from the library part of the Institute’s 
program, seven universities soon applied for associate membership.  These were:  Brock (1964 
in St. Catherine’s), Carleton (1957, Ottawa), McMaster (1887, Hamilton), Queen’s (1841, 
Kingston), Windsor (1963, Windsor) -- all in the province of Ontario; plus Sir George Williams 
(later Concordia, founded in 1929 in Montreal, Quebec) and Manitoba (1877, Winnipeg) in the 
central prairie province of Manitoba. 
 Soon after becoming associate members in 1970, these universities pushed for “a more 
equitable share of benefits and responsibilites”25 even though none of them had substantial 
programs of studies on India.  Further, according to Moulton: 

 
…after difficult negotiations, a plan was evolved by late 1971 
under which the seven universities would have a limited share in 
the library acquisitions programme and be equal in all other 
respects to the four founding members.26 

 
 Membership fees for the seven jumped from an Associate’s $500 to a Full Member’s 
$3,000, plus a modest graduated library fee for which they would receive library materials (that 
had been paid for in rupees) selected in accordance with the individual university’s stated level 
of commitment to Indian studies. 
 The 1971 restructuring, in Moulton’s view, broadened and strengthened the foundations 
of the Institute and brought to it needed new dollar revenues.  Having thus opened its doors, the 
Institute from 1971 actively began to encourage other universities to join.  In 1977 two more 
joined: Alberta (1906, Edmonton); and Calgary (1966, Calgary), both well-heeled institutions in 
the booming western province of Alberta.  This helped to expand SICI activities further outside 
Ontario and the east.  By 1977, at the end of the Institute’s first decade, six of the twelve 
university members were in Ontario, two in Quebec, and four were in western provinces.  The 
next decade saw a near doubling of SICI membership to a total of twenty-two by 1987, with the 
National Library of Canada the only non-university member.27  With the admission of Athabasca 
University (in Alberta) in 1988, the total became twenty-seven members.  By that date, sixteen 
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members were in the east: eleven in Ontario, three in Atlantic coast provinces, and two in 
Quebec -- though not in French-speaking institutions.  The prairie provinces had two members, 
and five were in the far west.  Concentration in Ontario -- clustered in its southern and eastern 
section at that -- reflected the distribution of Canada’s population, 36% of whom lived in Ontario 
while over 70% were in all the eastern provinces combined.  Together with the two Quebec 
members -- McGill and Concordia (both English-speaking universities located in Montreal 
within fifty miles of the Ontario border) -- these two provinces of eastern Canada accounted for 
thirteen of the Institute’s total membership of twenty-three. 
 With regard to optimal size of the Institute, Moulton had offered his personal view “that 
the Institute is beginning to reach its natural limits and that South Asian Studies will not be well 
served by the indefinite dispersal of limited resources such as library materials.”  He continued: 

 
From a national point of view, it would be valuable to have at least 
one Francophone member, with Laval [in Quebec city] or 
Montreal being the obvious candidates, though neither institution 
does anything significant on South Asia.28 

 
 Five years after Moulton wrote those words there was still no French-speaking member, 
although perhaps the studies of Francophone Canada proposed by three Indian universities 
would stimulate a Quebec university to establish an interest in India and join the Institute. 
 Given the absence of a federal ministry or national plan for higher education in general, it 
was remarkable that the SICI had developed as a potential mechanism for putting in place  

 
…a more rational, nation-wide program of South Asian Studies 
than the rather haphazard growth which has occurred to date.29 

 
 South Asia or Shastri committees, as they were variously called, on at least twenty-two 
campuses had communication channels with one another through the Institute; so in effect the 
network existed through which duplication or competition could be avoided and complementary 
programs could be encouraged in an era of finite financial and personnel resources. 
 This review of Shastri Institute membership has described the evolution and geographic 
base of this thriving network.  The content and quality of South Asian studies at SICI member 
institutions will be assessed and presented in the chapter below on teaching and research centers 
in North America. 
 
 6. SICI Administration and Financing 
 Administration of the Institute was bi-national.  Each country maintained an office and 
each appointed a high-level Advisory Council.  The Institute was basically  

 
…a servicing agency to assist and further the growth of Indian 
studies or to help initiate such studies primarily in the widely 
dispersed universities which constitute its membership rather than 
being a tightly constituted centre of scholars and students engaged 
in the systematic development of Indian studies.30 

 
Policy-making for this “servicing agency,” with its dual fellowship and library components, 
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resided in a governing Canadian Board of Directors.  Financing came mainly from government 
sources, Canadian for dollar needs and Indian for rupee expenditures. 
 
  a. Policy-Makers: Bureaucratic and Executive 
 The Board of Directors was composed of one representative of each member institution 
plus the Indian High Commissioner to Canada.  These academic representatives elected from 
among their number an Executive Committee consisting of President, Secretary, and Treasurer 
who serve specified year terms.  General Board Directors served terms that varied in length 
according to institution.  At Manitoba, for example, Moulton noted that 

 
rotation of the Shastri Board directorship every two or three years 
fosters collegial interest in South Asia and enthusiasm for the extra 
work involved in maintaining an active, interdisciplinary 
committee on the campus.31 

 
 Moulton recommended a two- or three-year rotation for other university members “which 
may not yet have evolved a policy on this subject.”32 
 For the first ten years the Board met twice a year but, as a result of budgetary constraints, 
in 1977 reduced this to one meeting a year.  Some felt this to be an unfortunate move since 

 
It is likely to result in too much centralization of authority in the 
Executive and the Head Office and a serious loss of participation 
in Institute affairs by general Board members.33 

 
 The Institute’s headquarters were still on the McGill campus from its incorporation in 
1967 until 1980, when the Head Office moved to Alberta into space provided by the University 
of Calgary.  The move reflected greatly diminished involvement in South Asian studies at 
McGill as well as the strengthening of the field in the up-and-coming western university.  During 
its early years the Institute had an academic Executive Director attached to the McGill office 
who worked with the full-time Executive Director in its day-to-day administration.  But in time 
the two positions were merged, and Mrs. Kay de la Ronde, who was Executive Officer since 
1970, was named Executive Director.  To assist in SICI policy-making, the Board of Directors 
benefitted from input from both national advisory bodies consisting of members nominated by 
their respective governments.  While 

 
…largely dormant in the early years, the Canadian Advisory 
Council consists of prominent Canadian businessmen or civil 
servants with some India connection…[however it was] recently 
[1977-78] reconstituted under the energetic Chairmanship of the 
Honourable Roland Michener, formally Governor-General and 
Canada’s High Commissioner to India at the time when the 
Institute was first mooted.34 

 
 The Canadian Council’s role “was to help generate public awareness and interest in the 
SICI and to prod philanthropic foundations and corporations into increased support.”35  Between 
eight and ten leading Canadians were members of the Council, and they were joined by the 
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Indian High Commissioner to Canada.  Roland Michener, the Institute’s greatest ongoing 
champion, was the Council’s chair for a while after it was restructured in the mid-1970s.  He 
continued to be a member in his role as Honorary President, a position he had been accorded at 
the time of the Institute’s inception. 
 Based in New Delhi, the Indian Advisory Council was, from the very beginning, most 
active in the administrative and substantive affairs of the Institute.  As Moulton noted: 

 
The composition of this Council again demonstrates the closeness 
of the Institute’s ties with the government.  The founding 
agreement with the Indian government provides that the Secretary 
of the Ministry of Education shall be the Chairman of the Indian 
Advisory Council and the Canadian High Commissioner to India 
one of its members.  By convention the Indian External Affairs 
Department officer responsible for North America has always been 
a member of the Council; the remaining members are prominent 
Indian academics or civil servants nominated by the Chairman.  
Meeting at least once a year and generally more frequently, the 
Council has been quite active in providing advice to the Board on 
Institute affairs in India.  The Chairman determines which issues 
will be discussed…It also avoids financial issues…36 

 
 In March 1969 the Institute established its New Delhi Office.  Since the office 
administered both the fellowship program and the burgeoning library acquisitions program, it 
outgrew its original quarters and in January 1988 began constructing an Institute-owned building 
in New Delhi.  The dual role of the New Delhi office resulted in conflict since the enormous 
demands of the massive book procurement operation often eclipsed the office’s capacity for 
facilitating the research work of visiting Fellows.  As Moulton put it: 

 
The Delhi office is so library-oriented that it would not be 
unnatural for many Shastri scholars to feel they took second place 
to books.37 

 
This appeared to be the price the SICI paid for combining in one operation the functions of the 
scholar-oriented U.S. Library of Congress acquisitions programs, even though the Canadian 
programs were both of much smaller dimensions that the American. 
 The SICI New Delhi office was operated by a permanent Indian staff of at least a dozen 
clerical level persons, managed by a veteran officer, P. N. Malik, who began his tenure at the 
Institute when it opened in 1969.  Malik played a key role in day-to-day administration of both 
the fellowship and library programs.38  Overall supervision of the Institute’s work in India was in 
the hands of a Canadian Resident Director who was at the same time a Senior Fellowship holder. 
 This onerous one-year term job circulated among senior Canadian scholars from Shastri member 
universities and constituted an important bridge between operations in India and academic 
beneficiaries in Canada.  The expansion of Institute activities into increasing reciprocity, with 
development of more and more Canadian Studies programs in India, added to the complexity of 
the burden on the New Delhi office and its staff.  How the Resident Director could be effective 
as both a research scholar and an administrator was problematic.  It seemed clear that more and 



IX. A.  Canada: Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute: 1966 – 
 

- 621 - 

more responsibility came to rest with P. N. Malik whose position was upgraded by 1977 from 
Executive Secretary to Administrative Director.  

 
7. Committee Structure 

 In addition to the Executive Committee, the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute established 
standing committees and subcommittees, plus ad hoc bodies.  From the outset the major 
committees were those for Fellowship Selection and the Library Programme.  The Microfilm 
Programme had been detached from the Library Committee and now had its own committee.  
Subsequently, in order to carry out the newly promulgated principle of reciprocity, the Institute 
established subcommittees for both Canadian Studies and Indian Studies.  Judging from the 
financial statement (Schedule II) presented in the 1987-88 Annual Report, it appeared that these 
two subcommittees were in high gear by 1988. 
  
 8. Fees and Funding: Canadian Dollars and Rupees 
 Activities of the Shastri Institute were funded in both Canadian dollars and Indian rupees. 
 Canadian dollars were needed for administrative costs in Canada as well as for a variety of other 
purposes such as support of Indian scholars selected to carry out Canadian Studies and other 
features of the increasingly large reciprocal program.  Indian rupees were needed to fund 
fellowships for Indianists’ studying in India, the library program, some travel, and the costs of 
Canadian Studies specialists sent to India. 
  
  a. Canadian-Dollar Funding 
 Canadian dollar funding came from a variety of sources.  While in the early days most 
Institute dollars were derived from annual membership and library fees, with occasional grants 
from Canadian government agencies, in latter years government support greatly increased.  
Initially the four full members paid $3,000 per annum plus annual library fees varying from $300 
to $1,200 depending on their level of acquisition.  When in 1970 seven associate members were 
admitted, each was assessed $500.  Upon attaining full membership in 1971, their fees jumped to 
$3,000, and graduated library fees were imposed.  The financial resources of the Institute thus 
rapidly improved, but so did costs.  The admission of new members in subsequent years was 
helpful to the financial stability of the Institute, but by 1984 membership fees had to be raised to 
$4,600.  Library fees continued to be based on institutional collection profiles.  As of 31 March 
1988 membership and library fees were reported to total $104,580 for the year, up from $99,960 
for 1987 (reflecting the addition of the twenty-third member, Athabasca University in the 
province of Alberta).39 
 From 1972 to 1974 the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) gave 
substantial grants to the Institute, but after that 

 
CIDA withheld further support on the grounds that the Institute’s 
programmes were not sufficiently developmental.  In so doing, it 
took a rather narrow view of its mandate.40 

 
This created a serious crisis for the Shastri Institute. 
 Gradually Canadian government agencies supported the Institute with regular annual 
grants, and CIDA itself eventually resumed financial assistance.  Various other divisions of the 
Ministry of External Affairs provided funding for the Institute’s dollar needs, as did the Social 
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Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (a government body in contrast to its 
American counterparts, the ACLS and SSRC, that were private non-profit organizations that 
received some U.S. government grants).  Michael Brecher in his 20th Anniversary speech 
suggested that  

 
The Government of Canada…should demonstrate a more tangible 
commitment to the purposes admirably served by the institute, in 
the form of a substantial increase in its dollar contribution.41 

 
This would help the Institute carry out its enlarged mandate to promote Canadian Studies in 
India, an enlargement it made in the 1980s “as a result of official encouragement from 
Ottawa.”42   
 The Shastri Institute had not had much success in attracting private foundation or 
corporate support.  As Moulton wrote in 1978: 

 
Except for the McLean Foundation which provided grants totaling 
$8,000 private organizations were not responsive – an all too 
characteristic feature of the Canadian corporate world which is 
hardly noted for its support of educational or intellectual 
activities…the reconstituted Canadian Advisory Council can 
significantly assist the Institute in this area.43 

 
Brecher echoed this in saying that 

 
…a more vigorous effort should also be made by the Institute to 
persuade private Canadian foundations of the importance of 
projecting Canada’s image.44 

 
  b. Rupee Funding 
 In accordance with the joint Canadian and Indian Government agreement of 1968, which 
established the SICI, the basic programs of the Institute were to be funded by the Government of 
India with Canadian counterpart rupee funds.  These were described as 

 
funds which India derives from the sale of food commodities given 
by Canada in the form of grants.  The funds, which amounted to a 
total of $469,000,000 in September 1970, are used by the Indian 
Government for development projects, the allocation being by 
agreement of both countries.45 

 
 Moulton explained that these are  

 
…essentially outright Indian grants, for though the counterpart 
funds are derived from the sale of food and other commodities 
given by Canada under its development-aid programme, Canada 
exercises no title over the funds, merely stipulating that they 
should be used by India for economic development projects.46 
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Beginning in 1969 the Government of India allocated Rs. 3,000,000 in three-year grants until the 
triennium beginning in 1977 when it increased the amount to Rs. 4,800,000.  These grants came 
through the Ministry of Education (subsequently the Ministry of Human Resource 
Development).  As of 1988 other GOI funding was made available for construction of the 
Institute’s building in New Delhi and for ad hoc initial library grants for new Institute members.  
In addition the University Grants Commission provided funds for visiting scholars, conferences, 
and the like. 
 Rupee funding of the Institute was determined at high levels of the Government of India 
upon requests from the Shastri Board of Directors in Canada.  Given the great expansion in 
reciprocal functions both suggested and sanctioned by the GOI, costs of Institute programs 
skyrocketed.  As the 1987-88 Annual Report put it, 

 
…in conformity with the basic principles established at the last 
Board meeting in Toronto, it will be necessary to seek a quantum 
jump in the rupee grant so that the real value for all programme 
categories is protected.47 

 
Brecher did not mince words in 1988 when he said, 

 
As the Institute begins its third decade, it is time…for the 
Government of India to demonstrate more generosity in its 
triennial financial grant.48 

 
That the Government of India had not seen fit to increase rupee support even as it encouraged 
more programs struck Michael Brecher as disquieting.  As he put it, 

 
…that behaviour seems to a Canadian scholar one immersed in 
Indian studies as inappropriate, in the light of the Institute’s 
undoubted contribution to awareness, understanding, and 
friendship between Canada and India.49 

Such strong and frank words uttered to a top-level assemblage of Canadian and Indian 
dignitaries celebrating twenty years of the highly successful Shastri Institute were particularly 
meaningful (though perhaps not entirely palatable) since they came from the man who master-
minded the creation of the Institute. 
 
 9. Indianists and the Institute 
  a. Academic Mission: Studies of India - Fellowships for Study in India 
 In March 1969 when the Institute began operations in India, it offered two categories of 
fellowships: post-doctoral (or senior) and pre-doctoral (or junior) for graduate students to do 
research on their dissertations.  In 1973 the Institute offered grants to students working on MA 
degrees as well as offering support to both junior and senior fellowship holders for language 
study in India in association with their research. 
 By 1976 the Institute awarded a total of seventy fellowships in nineteen different 
disciplines, with history and religion the most popular with nine fellowships in each field.  Post-
doctoral scholars obtained 57% of all fellowships in the first decade, with 30% of all Fellowships 
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going to pre-doctoral students and 13% to language-study applicants.  In 1977 the SICI proposed 
two new fellowship categories.  After gaining permission from the Indian Ministry of Education, 
the SICI established grants for Canadian faculty to re-train in a new Indian-studies field and 
offered grants to students of music and dance to enroll with a recognized Indian teacher for study 
in the field.50  During the period from 1978 to 1983 the Institute awarded fifty-one grants: 
eighteen post-doctoral; sixteen pre-doctoral or MA; ten language training; five performing arts; 
and two faculty re-training. 
 Shastri Institute fellowship totals for twenty years were not large compared with 
American Institute of Indian Studies’ statistics that showed well over 2,000 grants in twenty-
seven years.  However Canada’s overall Indian Studies network and pool of applicants was much 
smaller than that in the United States.  Along with the availability of grants from a number of 
other sources, the SICI fellowship program was sufficient to further Indian studies at advanced 
levels in a number of Canadian universities. 
 Despite the Commonwealth connection and the close supervision of Indian government 
agencies over Shastri Institute affairs, the Institute, along with all other foreign research 
organizations, suffered in January 1973 when the Government of India imposed strict guidelines 
over topics and locations of foreigners’ research in India.  In early 1973, for example, all nine 
Shastri junior fellowship applications were rejected because their projects were in fields the GOI 
judged sensitive.  The Canadians were able to appeal directly to Prime Minister Indira Gandhi in 
June 1973 when she visited Canada, and the guidelines were liberalized in the Canadian case.  
The junior-fellowship applications were reinstated and eventually accepted.51  Moulton reported 
that by and large since then the SICI experienced remarkably little difficulty in the area of 
fellowship approval.  This may have been partly because the Institute made every effort to 
identify problematic subjects at the beginning of the application process.  It may have also been 
partly because of the ongoing intimate involvement of both the Indian High Commissioner to 
Canada and the Secretary of the Indian Ministry of Education in the governance of the 
Institute.52  The slowness of the Indian bureaucracy in approving projects and granting visas was 
a far greater source of frustration for scholars than outright rejection of research proposals.  As 
Moulton suggested in 1978: 

 
Indian Ministry officials need to demonstrate more sensitivity to 
the problems of academics whose research leaves of absence have 
to be organized long in advance and can rarely be altered.53 

 
Long delays in processing either in Canada or in India, Moulton noted, “undermine the 
effectiveness of the Institute.”54  
 
  b. Visiting Indian Lecturers in Canada 
 In 1975, in an effort to be less neo-colonial and more reciprocal, the Institute established 
a Visiting Lecturer Programme to bring Indian academics in the arts, humanities, and social 
sciences to Canada to present seminars and lectures and, in general, to help further the cause of 
Indian studies.  In its first two years of operation, twelve scholars visited Shastri member 
universities.  At the time of Mrs. Gandhi’s “Emergency” (1975-77), Institute nominees 
frequently did not pass the scrutiny of the Indian Ministry of Education, and the program was 
hobbled.  Later, however, the program resumed and with minimum government interference. 
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 10. Library Program: Resources for Indianists and India 
  a. Indian Materials for Canadian Libraries 
 At the beginning the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute conceived of the library acquisitions 
program and the fellowship program as co-equal, to be accorded equal importance and half of 
available resources.  In many ways, though, the library program came to have more importance 
for South Asianists at member universities than the fellowship program.  It represented, after all, 
a permanent and continuing contribution to the institution rather than something of value 
primarily to an individual.  The Institute’s Library Programme was the only Canadian program 
dedicated to the systematic development of library resources; whereas individual scholars could 
apply to a number of agencies for fellowship support.  All Canadian South Asianists, and indeed 
the entire Canadian scholarly community, benefitted from the building of library collections for 
both teaching and research.  The library program played a significant role in expanding and 
strengthening South Asian teaching and research in most Shastri member universities,55 and 
members always regarded participation in the library program as the strongest single incentive 
for membership. 
 The original Institute charter specified that 50% of the rupees allocated to it by the 
Government of India were to go to developing research collections at the four founding 
institutions; McGill, Toronto, and British Columbia universities, and the National Library of 
Canada in Ottawa.  These institutions now had to share with all members the pool of rupees 
allocated for library purposes.  The original four continued to be accorded special status as 
Resource Libraries in geographically dispersed locations designed to cater to advanced teaching 
and research.  As such, over the years they collectively shared over 50% of the Institute’s  
allotment to its Library Programme. 
 The restructuring of the Shastri Institute in 1971, whereby seven associate member 
universities became full members with a call on library funds, brought realignment of the Library 
Programme.  With a finite rupee grant from the Government of India, the addition of members 
meant that each member’s share of the overall pie would be smaller.  As more universities 
became members, the rupee amount for each became even smaller.  The GOI continued to 
increase allocation of rupees, but increased membership -- a value in and of itself -- plus 
skyrocketing costs of publications in India continued to be a threat to the stability of the library 
program.  Since 1971, and as of 1989, another twelve universities joined the SICI, making a total 
of twenty-three members. 
 The two-tier library program consisted of four Resource Libraries and nineteen 
Programme Support Libraries.  Each collection started off from a different base and reflected 
specific needs and commitments of the individual institutional member.  In 1987-88 the National 
Library of Canada began a survey of Indian Studies’ collections as the basis for developing a 
cooperative national collection policy.  Such a policy was designed to ensure effective use of 
available funds and to reduce costly and unnecessary duplication of collections.56 
 The four Resource Libraries each had its own collecting mandate.  The National Library 
of Canada concentrated on Indian central and state government documents, plus selected current 
periodicals; McGill concentrated on English-language publications in the humanities and social 
science, but also acquired Urdu language and other materials to support its Islamic studies 
specialty; Toronto and British Columbia had long had the broadest coverage, acquiring books 
and journals in all Indian languages and on all subjects assigned to them in the Institute Charter.  
Programme Support Libraries received materials for teaching purposes, mainly at the 
undergraduate level but in some cases up to the MA level; in a few instances members received 
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materials to support doctoral programs in specific fields (for example, McMaster University built 
strong collections in Indian religions and related fields).57  Programme Support Libraries 
acquired mostly English-language materials, with the exception of McMaster that received 
substantial Sanskrit and Pali publications because of its focus on Indian religions and 
philosophies. 
 Looking at Canadian collections as a whole, Toronto had long had the strongest South 
Asian collection, with 110,000 monographic volumes as of 1983.  British Columbia was next in 
size with 52,000; McGill had 29,000 volumes; McMaster 22,000; the National Library 15,000; 
and all others had considerably smaller totals. 
 The library operation with headquarters in New Delhi increased in size and complexity 
over the first two decades of its existence.  It overwhelmed the research fellowship support 
function, as mentioned above, and necessitated the construction of a new building more 
appropriate to the operation. 
 It is fair to single out two factors that contributed to the success of the library operation.  
First, cooperation with the highly successful U.S. Library of Congress acquisitions program (in 
place in New Delhi since 1962 and often referred to as “P. L. 480”) made possible hooking into 
the Library of Congress’ vast network of dealers and learning from its efficient modus operandi 
for acquisitions, processing, shipping, and bibliographic control.  Second, was the leadership of 
David Esplin, Associate Librarian at the University of Toronto and first Chair of the SICI 
Library Committee.  Esplin had the vision and dynamic organizational skills to design the 
Canadian operation and establish close personal relations with the Library of Congress officials 
in New Delhi.  He developed ways to use and adapt American methods and networks for 
Canadian needs. The Canadian project was much smaller in scale than the American, but, given 
the American precedent, Esplin was able to get the Canadian project into high gear in short 
order.  The Shastri Institute library program remained an efficient operation and a fitting 
monument to David Esplin after his death and to Canadian-United State cooperation. 
 
  b. Microfilm Program: Two-Way Benefits 
 The Shastri Institute had long emphasized projects of mutual benefit to Canada and India, 
and had been mindful of academic aid of various kinds. 
 In 1971 the Library Committee, under David Esplin, proposed that the Institute develop 
in India a broad program of microfilming important, rare, deteriorating, and otherwise vulnerable 
Indian research materials.  Negotiations between the two governments resulted in 1973 in an 
agreement in principle, and filming began in 1975 when a Canadian microfilm camera was 
installed in the National Archives of India in New Delhi.  The Institute provided film and 
undertook to provide both a negative and a positive copy to the National Library of Canada, and 
to the National Archives in the U.S. in addition to positive copies to several other libraries in 
India.  Moulton remarked that  

 
…the SICI is probably a world pioneer in this kind of North-South  
cooperation in the preservation and mutual utilization of valuable 
but highly vulnerable research documentation.58 

 
 The Microfilm Programme grew into a massive ongoing project with an expenditure in 
1987-88 of Rs. 1,447,000, even more than the Rs. 1,024,000 spent that year on the Library 
Programme.  While the Microfilm Programme originated as one component of the Library 
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operation, it took on a life of its own, with its own line in both the rupee and dollar accounts’ 
reports.59 
 The SICI Microfilm Programme had its American counterpart in the South Asia 
Microform Project (SAMP).  Whereas the Shastri program was primarily funded by Indian 
rupees and was restricted to filming materials in India, SAMP was a private organization of U.S. 
libraries that made its own arrangements with Indian and other international institutions.  SAMP 
was totally supported by dollar assessments of its members. 
 
  c. Canadian Publications for Indian Libraries 
 In implementing bi-national academic reciprocity, the Shastri Institute allocated some of 
its relatively scarce dollar assets for projects to benefit Indian institutions.  For example, it 
provided copies of publications on India written by Canadian scholars to a dozen Indian 
universities selected by the University Grants Commission, and it set up subscriptions to 
Canadian journals for designated Indian libraries. 
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CHAPTER IX. OTHER NATIONS’ ACADEMIC CENTERS IN INDIA 
 
IX. B. FRANCE: FRENCH INSTITUTE OF PONDICHERRY: 1955 - 
 1. Context 
 France’s experience as a colonial power in India lasted three centuries, beginning with 
François Martin’s settlement of Pondicherry in 1674 and ending with the 1962 ratification by the 
National Assembly in Paris of the formal agreement with India signed in 1954 handing over to 
the new nation all French possessions in the subcontinent.  France never actually ruled more than 
a few coastal enclaves plus Chandernagore (a river port on the Hugli north of Calcutta 
comprising only 18 square miles).  At the time of India’s independence from Britain in 1947, 
French territories in India aggregated some 203 square miles with a combined population of just 
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over 323,000.   
 France’s designation on 30 June 1947 of Chandernagore as a “free city” led to the Indo-
French joint declaration of 28 August 1947 that both countries wished to find an 

 
overall solution to the problems of French concessions in India.1 

 
In fact France was swift to establish diplomatic relations with India and sent Daniel Lévi (son of 
famed Indologist Sylvain Lévi) as its first Ambassador to New Delhi.  Within a year France 
determined through the agreement of 29 June 1948 to subject the future of its territories to 
popular referendum.  On 19 June 1949 Chandernagore, in the heart of West Bengal, voted to 
leave the French Union and join India.  De facto transfer took place immediately, but the final 
details of the Bengali enclave’s treaty of succession took two years, until 2 February 1951, to be 
worked out and signed in Paris. 
 Shortly after Chandernagore’s transfer, the push for integration with India spread to four 
enclaves in South India, the major segment of French India.  These French settlements included 
Pondicherry (115 square miles, population 223,000 in 1951) and Karikal (52 square miles, 
population 71,000) within the Tamil region; Mahé (23 square miles population 18,300) within 
the Malayalam-speaking Malabar District on the west coast; and Yanam/Yanaon (6 square miles, 
population 5,900) within Telugu-speaking East Godavari District.  Of these, Pondicherry was by 
far the oldest (settled by the French in 1674) and the largest.  It was the headquarters of the 
French Indian administration and the seat of the Paris-appointed governor.  While only a small 
fraction of the total population were from the “home country of France,” all inhabitants of the 
territories were citizens of France, and French was the official language. 
 The capital city, Pondicherry, was divided into the European “ville blanche” (white town) 
and the indigenous “ville noire” (black town), with the white town exuding a Gallic ambience 
complete with grid-patterned streets named after famous French soldiers, administrators, and 
cultural figures.  It was touted as a hub of French culture -- albeit on a miniature scale.  Before 
India’s independence in 1947, the territory as a whole served as a haven for anti-British Indian 
nationalists, thus perpetuating the long-lived French-English rivalry in India’s tropical south.  
Given Pondicherry’s small population, French culture could never be important except to a tiny 
elite.  Its manifestations in the 1990s were restricted to the red képis of the local police, the 
Alliance Française, the Romain Rolland Library, and several other institutions. 
 Pondicherry as an educational center of some two hundred public and private, secular and 
missionary schools -- most of which taught French and represented French culture -- was popular 
with Indians as an alternative to educational institutions in British India.  In fact Nehru himself 
was reported as early as 1947 to have felt great sympathy for France, saying 

 
We will be happy…to find in Pondicherry a window open to 
France.2 

 
Nehru’s attraction to the democratic principles developed during the French Revolution of 1789 
were often quoted.3  As soon as the question of relinquishing French control over a couple of 
hundred square miles of India could be amicably settled, Nehru suggested that 

 
France might develop privileged relations with newly independent 
India.4 
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Nehru came to believe that the English language was too monopolistic in India and, seeking an 
alternative to English, saw in the French language and culture an acceptable option.  We may 
recall that Nehru’s daughter, Indira, was schooled in Switzerland and was fluent in French. 
 The loss of Indo-China in 1954 prompted France’s then Prime Minister, Pierre Mendès-
France, to prepare for divesting France of its principal Indian enclaves, seven years after the 
beginning of bilateral discussions and five years after the integration into India of tiny 
Chandernagore.  Determined to make the political transfer as smooth and positive as possible, 
Nehru and the French Ambassador began discussions in April 1954.  A draft agreement was 
accepted by Pondicherry’s representative assembly and municipal councils on 18 October 1954 
and was finally signed by France and India in New Delhi on 21 October 1954, at which time de 
facto transfer became effective.  The actual Treaty of Cession was signed on 28 May 1955.  The 
French National Assembly did not ratify the Treaty, however, until 13 July 1962. 
 In 1935 the great French historian of South India, Gabriel Jouveau-Debreuil, 
collaborating closely with Indian scholars such as T. A. Gopinatha Rao and K. A. Nilakantha 
Sastri, saw Pondicherry “as a town for contemplation and study [where] France has no more than 
a foothold, but which will permit her to study India.”  He recalled the significance of 
Pondicherry’s Puranic name “Vedupuri”5  Jouveau-Dubreuil was actually echoing the need for 
an academy in Pondicherry (as well as in other sites in India) first suggested by 18th century 
pioneering Indologist A. H. Anquetil-Duperron.6  Such academies in a foreign setting were 
actually set up by the establishment in 1901 of the École Française d’Extrême-Orient’s (EFEO) 
centers in Hanoi, Saigon, and elsewhere.  In 1935 Jouveau-Dubreuil stated: 
 

It is necessary to create here [in Pondicherry] a center for research 
attached to the EFEO7 

 
 The expulsion of the French from Indo-China in 1954 brought a halt to EFEO activities 
in Southeast Asia.  When the FIP was established in 1955 as one of the provisions of the 1955 
Treaty of Cession of French settlements in India, it was indeed modeled on the EFEO and  

 
Benefitted from the parent institution’s international reputation8 

 
While the French Institute of Pondicherry was not formally part of the EFEO, its first (non-
resident) director was the Indologist Jean Filliozat who was simultaneously the Paris-based 
director of the EFEO, thus establishing a complex overlapping relationship between the two 
bodies.  The Deputy-Director resident in Pondicherry had always been French, as was the 
Director of the expanded Institute, reorganized in 1988. 
 In 1955 Nehru sent C. Rajagopalachari, the former Governor-General of India, to 
inaugurate the French Institute of Pondicherry.  Later he himself visited the research center.  It 
was a source of great satisfaction to Nehru that 

 
with the accession of Pondicherry to India the time had come to 
crystallize the aspirations and the scientific research efforts 
pursued at Pondicherry, as part of the cultural cooperation between 
India and France envisaged by the Treaty of Cession.9 
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 The French Institute of Pondicherry thus emerged out of a matrix of international politics 
featuring India’s first Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, the anti-colonialist historian and 
diplomat Sardar K. M. Panikkar, and Léon Saint-Jean -- Pondicherry’s most famous freedom 
fighter and nationalist writer.  Jean Filliozat, famed Indologist and Professor of Tamil at the 
Collége de France, was appointed as the Institute’s first director. Thus the new research center 
made the transition from politics to scholarship, destined to become the major center of Franco-
Indian scholarly collaboration dreamed of by scholars for several generations. 
 Under Jean Filliozat the Indology section was the first to be established, focusing on 
studies of both Sanskrit and ancient Tamil literature.  In 1956, as part of the general agreement 
on French-Indian collaboration, a Scientific Section was set up on the joint initiative of Homi 
Bhabha, the famous Indian physicist, and P. Gaussen, the French botanist who, at that time, was 
pioneering an international vegetation map.  Filliozat encouraged a global study of the Indian 
reality, saying 

 
The scientific study of a modern society involves the observation 
of its totality - as much its contemporary symptoms as the most 
ancient elements which continue to act within it.10 

 
The remnants of the past were to go hand-in-hand with living pointers to the future. 
 
 In 1964 the École Française d’Extrême-Orient (EFEO) set up one of its branches in 
Pondicherry, in tandem with the French Institute of Pondicherry, to carry out Indological 
research in Sanskrit and Tamil studies as well as to develop documentation of several kinds.  The 
Pondicherry branch was one of five, the others being at Rome, Athens, Madrid, and Cairo.  The 
hope was that former branches of the EFEO in Hanoi, Saigon, and Pnom Penh might eventually 
revive. 
 The key to understanding the symbiotic relationship of the FIP and the EFEO in 
Pondicherry lies in tracking their respective funding sources.  The FIP, emerging as it did from 
the Indo-French political settlement in the 1950s, received its mandate and funds from the 
French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, with the Institute’s Indian administrative details handled by 
the French Embassy in New Delhi.  The FIP was actually one of many research institutes in 
many countries sponsored by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  The EFEO, on the other 
hand, was supported directly by the French Government’s Ministry of National Education. 
 Both the FIP (since 1955) and the EFEO (since 1964) focused on Indology with such a 
complex intertwining that it would be difficult to tell which Ministry funded what project or 
publication.  I was told that in a documentation project, for example, Foreign Affairs might fund 
the photographer while National Education would supply the equipment.  The net result of this 
complicated relationship lay in the immense contributions to scholarship on Indian texts and 
monuments that came out of the combined Pondicherry operation. 
 The informal linkage in regard to Indological activities was formalized and perhaps, 
simplified in October 1988 when the French Ministries of Foreign Affairs and National 
Education proposed an agreement to tie together the operations of the two centers.  The 
agreement was officially signed by both establishments on 16 September 1989, in effect making 
the FIP the administrative umbrella under which Indological activities of the EFEO were 
subsumed under a joint new Department of Indology.  The awkward overlap of the two centers 
appeared to be resolved with all Pondicherry activities now under the FIP though with funds still 
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coming from both ministries in Paris.  One indication of the unified formal relations between the 
separate Indological operations was the 1991 renaming of the publications series, “Publications 
du Départment d’Indologie de l’Institut Français de Pondichéry,” changed from “Publications de 
l’Institut Français d’Indologie.” 
 The 1988-89 reorganization of the Pondicherry operation set up three departments of the 
FIP in place of the original two, which had been Indology and the Scientific (Natural Sciences) 
Section.  The three new departments were: Indology, Ecology, and Social Sciences.  I shall 
outline the subdivisions of each department and note the research focus of each. 
 
 2. Department of Indology 
 This new department of Indology began in October 1988 and was designed to mesh the 
activities of the former Indology section of the FIP with those of the EFEO.  It included four 
sections:  Studies in Indian Languages and Literatures, subdivided into Sanskrit and Tamil; 
History and Archaeology; Interdisciplinary Programs; and Inde Extérieure (including research in 
Bhutan and Nepal as well as the South East Asian nations of Burma and Thailand). 
 The sole focus of the Sanskrit studies section form 1956 to 1987 was to edit the texts of 
the Saiva Siddhanta, the twenty-eight traditional agamas.  These texts were considered canonical 
to this form of Saivism that was practiced in Tamil Nadu.  While the FIP published a number of 
these Saivagamas, in 1988-89 the Institute reconsidered its 1956 goal of publishing them all. 
 According to the Rapport d’activité put out in November 1989 some of the texts had by 
then been published elsewhere.  Besides it became clear that Saivagama texts were not all 
originally or exclusively South Indian; pursuing these manuscripts would have enlarged the 
project to an all-India level.  Furthermore, the agama corpus was not restricted to the twenty-
eight texts but included perhaps as many as two hundred upgamas, or supplements.  In addition, 
it became clear that there were texts not only in Sanskrit but also in Tamil and therefore outside 
the bounds of the Institute’s Sanskrit program.  While the program’s focus had originally been 
defined as philological and involved the preparation of critical editions, the line between editing 
and research (i.e., a history of religions approach) became blurred.  The FIP personnel, many of 
them traditional pandits, were trained in editing rather than in the discipline of history of 
religions; so a decision was made to concentrate on preparing editions, leaving interpretive 
research to others including Americans scholars. 
 Other parts of the Sanskrit Studies program included a descriptive catalog of the FIP’s 
Sanskrit manuscripts.  This began in 1982 as a service function for the agama project.  In 1987 a 
lexicographic project was started to publish a dictionary of Paninean grammatical examples.  
Another project involved publishing critical editions of those Sanskrit dramas that have Rama as 
hero.  The FIP also edited and translated some Vaikhanasa Vaisnava texts. 
 The French long claimed study, teaching, and research in Tamil as their special province. 
 Nearly three centuries of continuous interaction with the Tamil country through their 
Pondicherry establishment made it necessary for French administrators to use Tamil informants 
or translators and on occasion to learn Tamil themselves.  In the early 20th century Jules Bloch 
and Jean Filliozat, among others, took the study of Tamil seriously and introduced it to the Paris 
academic scene.  Their work led to the development of Pondicherry as the center of Tamil 
studies par excellence.  While the FIP was a research rather than a teaching institution, its 
emphasis was on literary and grammatical studies of classical Tamil, preparing and translating 
important texts as well as doing linguistic analyses and research on prosody and such things as 
the popular literature of the Madurai region.  Tamil epigraphy and studies of ritual life and the 
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economy of certain temples developed alongside the agama project.  Other research focused on 
terminology, on medieval Tamil religious texts (both Saiva and Vaisnava), and on the all-too-
often neglected contemporary Tamil literature.  Moreover, the Tamil studies program played 
important supporting roles in a number of archaeological, iconographic, and social science 
projects. 
 The second major focus of the Department of Indology was on history and archaeology.  
This covered architecture, iconography, and mural painting, and brought about the assembling of 
specialized collections of books and journals, maps, photographs and drawings.  There was 
frequent collaboration with Indian as well as foreign institutions.  Given the traditional concern 
of EFEO -- that provided most of the staff and funding for this part of the program -- 
comparative studies were emphasized, closely tied to research in Bhutan, Nepal, Burma, and 
Thailand.  Thus the FIP had willy-nilly expanded its horizons from South India to Indian 
civilization as a whole both in South Asia itself and in “Greater India” centers of Indic 
civilization that had been established in many parts of South East Asia during the medieval 
period. 
 In archaeology and iconography FIP research gradually broadened into social history 
and, most importantly, interdisciplinary studies.  For example, the temple town of 
Tiruvannamalai was selected for study from the standpoint of art history, history of religions, 
and sociology.  Another study featured ancient trade routs and hill forts along the Kaveri River 
basin of Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. 
 A third study called the “History and Patrimony” compiled French sources for the history 
of India and involved a workshop on the cultural patrimony of Pondicherry and its need for 
conservation.  
 A fourth study was on maritime history, given Pondicherry’s situation on the Bay of 
Bengal.  This was part of an overall study of India’s maritime history run by the Government of 
India’s National Institute of Science, Technology and Development Studies in New Delhi.  The 
FIP’s responsibility was to collect documents on the history of navigation in India for which it 
studied representations of ships on Bengali terracottas of the 16th to the 19th centuries.  Funding 
for this program came entirely from the EFEO. 
 Characteristics of the Department of Indology included its heavy reliance on funding 
from the EFEO (i.e., from the French Ministry of National Education); leadership by French 
scholars who often were long-time residents in India (sometimes for fifteen to twenty years); 
heavy use of traditional Indian scholars (i.e., pandits and trained copyists); and emphasis on 
documentation, including the collection of manuscripts, books, photos, maps, plans, and 
drawings.  The French Institute of Pondicherry was in it for the long haul, and most of the central 
personnel -- French and Indian -- were there for years rather than on twelve-month grants.  
French government funds appeared to be assured at an adequate level from year to year.  This 
investment made possible long-range planning and commitment, with consequent substantial 
dividends of continuity and cumulative scholarship under centralized direction. 
 
 3. Department of Social Sciences 
 The Department of Social Sciences interfaced (the word used in the French reports) in 
important respects with the Indological section, even though this department was established 
long after the Department of Ecology (neé “Scientific Section,” set up in 1956 shortly after the 
Indology operation). 
 During 1988 the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs decided to establish a social sciences 
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unit within the FIP, and on 1 August 1988 it appointed Jean Racine as its first director.  A year 
later Jacques Pouchepadass succeeded him as head of the full-fledged Department of Social 
Sciences.  The Institute’s 1988-89 annual report stated that the creation of the department 
became necessary to give coherence to Institute activities already existing in this field and to 
promote new research.11  A major problem surfaced about the distribution of research between 
the FIP and the Pondicherry branch of the EFEO.  That was resolved by putting the Indological 
research of both bodies under the new Department of Indology. 
 The social sciences unit was designed to cover four activities: research; documentation; 
dissemination of information through publications; and logistical and administrative assistance 
and collaboration.  Major research programs focused on South India included the following: 

 
To migrate or not? Rural change in South India: reasons for 
mobility and reasons for staying put.12 

 
This study was the Indian part of a three-continent study of migration in the tropics run by the 
French Center for Studies of Tropical Geography.  It included multi-faceted Indo-French 
collaboration set up among the Indian Council of Social Science Research, a variety of French 
universities and institutes, and the FIP.  The project focused on southern Karnataka State, 
covering villages in the coastal area, in the Western Ghats, and in some of the plateau dry-
farming section of the state.  This ambitious bi-national research within the larger multi-national 
context included scholars from many disciplines: demography, anthropology, rural sociology, 
agronomy, economics, and geography. 
 Another departmental research project set up under the Franco-Indian cultural exchange 
agreement of 1990 dealt with “Urban configurations and market networks: the case of 
Tiruchengodu [in Tamal Nadu’s Salem District].”13  This collaborative interdisciplinary study 
brought together scholars from Jawaharlal Nehru University to work with those from both the 
FIP and EFEO and included specialists in architecture, religion and iconography, history, 
economics, and social anthropology. 
 One other study concerned diet and cultural identity in South India.  This focused on the 
culinary traditions of Muslims in Hyderabad City.  It showed that after integration of the 
Nizam’s Dominions into Andhra Pradesh, there was a tendency for local regional Hindu culinary 
traditions to threaten the dominance of those of the erstwhile Muslim ruling class -- hailing 
originally from Iran and Arabia via Northern India -- who governed Hyderabad for four 
centuries.  This study also touched upon the relationship between cuisine and the continuance 
among Hyderabadi Muslims of traditional unani medical practices, also of Middle Eastern 
origin.14   
 The department also extended its scope beyond South India to studies of the Himalayan 
region: Tibet, Nepal, Bhutan, and India’s Sikkim State.  The first two projects in this group 
concerned the history and ethnology of Bhutan and the role of pilgrimage and sacred mountains 
among a variety of populations within the Tibetan cultural realm.  These two studies were 
carried out by individual French scholars and involved travel and research in the countries 
concerned, although for political reasons access to Tibet itself was only on a short-tem basis.15  
This was another example of FIP activities far beyond its original South Indian turf. 
 
 4. Department of Ecology 
 The 1956 Treaty of Cession between France and India included provisions for close 
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humanistic and scientific ties between the two nations, centered on the French Institute of 
Pondicherry (FIP).  By 1988-89 work on natural sciences moved from the Scientific Section into 
a new Department of Ecology, while its cartographic laboratory detached from it and set up itself 
as a separate unit to service all three newly organized departments. 
 From the outset the FIP’s scientific work consisted mainly of inventorying vegetation and 
plant life and studying natural milieus (forests, soils, etc.).  This research was published as 
monographs, articles, and maps of the various ecosystems (forest cover, soils, bioclimates, etc.) 
that in turn were part of overall French scholarly attention to the tropical zone stretching from 
Central America to South East Asia.16 
 In general this research was collaborative with Indian institutions to the extent possible, 
and care was taken to prevent duplication of work being carried out by other teams in India.  
While the Department of Ecology’s work was primarily fundamental scientific research in 
character, it often had practical application as well, since 

 
…it responds to a felt need of the Indian Government, in its quest 
for modern technologies most apt to become vehicles of 
development.17   

 
To this end the FIP established two important laboratories: one for pedology (the study of soils) 
and the other for palynology (the study of pollens and spores). 
 The FIP’s annual reports went into great detail on the many scientific studies carried on 
by the Department of Ecology.  There was increasing overlapping -- interfacing -- of ecological 
and social science research as well as of Indological studies that contributed an historical 
dimension.  For example, studies of the Western Ghats focused on ecological degradation, forest 
management, and social networks against a background of historical events.  As the 1989 annual 
report put it: 

 
The proximity of the Department of Indology [to the Department 
of Ecology] can itself be a great help to everything that has to do 
with traditional learning, classifation, and modes of representing 
the natural world and its usages.  The exploration of these 
interfaces is one of the evident goals of the tool of original 
research which is characteristic -- and without equivalence in India 
-- of the French Institute of Pondicherry.18 

 
 5. Conclusion 
 In sum, the French Institute of Pondicherry performed an important role in the execution 
of French foreign policy vis-à-vis India.  One of its primary objectives was to further Indo-
French cooperation, carrying out provisions of the 1955 Treaty of Cession as well as of several 
later scientific and cultural agreements.  As a research enterprise its major focus was on 
fundamental scientific and social science work that addressed contemporary needs and questions. 
 It mostly initiated these questions but also could respond to specific requests by Indian central 
or state government agencies.  Its research staff was two-thirds French and one-third Indian, 
backed by a wholly Indian technical support force. 
 The overall director of the combined French Institute of Pondicherry and the École 
Française d’Extrême-Orient since reorganization in 1989 was Dr. Jacques Pouchepedass, a 
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French social scientist.  One of his first moves was to set up a new publication series, the “Pondy 
Papers in Social Science.”  He decided that reports of current research should be in English in 
order to be more accessible to scholars and administrators throughout India as well as to a larger 
international audience.  Hitherto most FIP (and nearly all EFEO) publications were issued in 
French, often with English summaries.  This pragmatic recognition of English as an increasingly 
international scholarly medium would no doubt give Pondicherry greater prominence as a source 
of significant research in many fields.  It might also help make up for the fact that Pondicherry 
was not exactly on the beaten path, having no airport, no direct rail link to Madras (some 100 
miles to the north), not even a decent harbor, and road communication that left much to be 
desired.  Notwithstanding these problems of access, visitors did get there, though probably more 
for the Aurobindo Ashram and Auroville than for the research institutes. 
 Most FIP programs were joint with Indian universities and central and state government 
agencies.  Particular care was taken to cooperate with individual departments of the Central 
University of Pondicherry (established in 1982). 
 A proposal was in the works for collaboration between the FIP and the American 
Institute of Indian Studies’ Center for Art and Archaeology in Varanasi.  This would be to index 
and digitize (make available through computerized imaging) the photograph archives of the two 
institutions.  With a combined collection of over 200,000 photographs of temple architectural 
and sculptural details from both north and south India, this project would make accessible to the 
overall scholarly community a comprehensive database for art historical and history of religions 
projects. 
 Having drawn on decades of overseas research experience of the EFEO in South East 
Asia, and thanks to substantial ongoing French government funding and enthusiastic reception 
from the Government of India, the multi-disciplinary FIP operation was very impressive and 
productive.  The labors of traditional pandits went hand in hand with computers and 
sophisticated cartography using satellite-derived images.  Critical editions, dictionaries, 
scientific treastises, historical documentation, and social science research were all prepared 
under the umbrella of the French Institute of Pondicherry. 
 
 Note:  I am grateful to Dr. Jacques Pouchepadass and his colleagues for receiving me for 
an all too short visit to the French Institute of Pondicherry on 12 and 13 February 1992.  The 
various annual reports the Director sent me later proved to be critical in writing this report.  If I 
have erred in my translation, or in any other way, I apologize and would appreciate correction.  - 
 [M.L.P.P.] 
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CHAPTER IX. OTHER NATIONS’ ACADEMIC CENTERS IN INDIA 
 
IX. C. GERMANY: THE SOUTH ASIA INSTITUTE OF HEIDELBERG UNIVERSITY:  
  1962 
 1. Background 
 The two centuries of German scholars’ intense interest in India was focused primarily on 
Indology and, within disciplines, to a great extent on Vedic and classical Sanskrit studies and 
philosophy.  While philosophy and philology remained German preoccupations, it should be 
remembered that a late 18th century translation of Kalidasa’s Shakuntala was enthusiastically 
received by poets such as Goethe and Schiller.  In addition 

 
These pioneer Indologists were part of the great Romantic 
movement and they conceived of their study of Indian philosophy 
and Sanskrit literature as a contribution to a deeper understanding 
of human evolution.  They wanted to get access to the sources of 
language and thought in order to test their theories on the rise of 
religion, the course of history and the unfolding or the 
deterioration of the spiritual life of mankind.1 

 
 The establishment of prestigious chairs at Bonn (1818) and Berlin (1820) for the teaching 
of Sanskrit and the development of Indology as a whole led to the domination of German 
scholars in these fields for over a century.  Not being a colonial power for most of that time like 
Britain, with immediate needs for knowledge to carry on contemporary administration of a 
conquered region, Germany could afford to concentrate on the ancient world of the mind, 
symbolized in the Vedas and India’s many philosophic traditions.  However, during this period 
many Germans did travel to India as scholars and missionaries and explorers, but this activity did 
not lead to much academic work on the contemporary scene. 
 One scholar who was interested in both the ancient and the modern was F. Max Mueller, 
best known for his path-breaking work on the Vedas and the history of Indian religions.  But 
Mueller was also a critic of British rule, a friend of Indian nationalists, and a sympathetic student 
of the many social and religious reform movements that took shape in the 19th century.  While a 
German by birth, training, and temperament, Max Mueller went to England after studying 
Sanskrit in Berlin and Paris.  His goal was to find a publisher for his translation of the Rigveda, 
and he did so in London when he was but 26 years old.  He produced and published many other 
works after that and spent the rest of his life teaching and writing in Oxford.  He was 

…an Indologist who could speak with all the authority of 
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scholarship and among Indologists he was a liberal who would not 
hesitate to utilize his scholarship so as to shed light on the 
problems of his time.2 

 
 Max Mueller’s position at Oxford in the tumultuous period of India’s history in the 
second half of the 19th century put him 

 
…in the very centre of the intellectual life of India’s foreign rulers3 

 
He used this position in an extraordinarily effective manner, endearing himself to the proponents 
of Indian nationalism, and to later generations of Indians.  It is no wonder that the German 
government’s cultural institutes, established in major Indian cities in the years following 
independence, were named Max Mueller Bhavans.  In purpose and operation these Bhavans were 
equivalent to the USIS centers and those of the British Council. 
 
 2. Establishment of South Asia Institute of Heidelberg University: 1962 - 
 Against the backdrop of over one hundred-fifty years of German Indology, the South 
Asia Institute of Heidelberg University (SAI) was established in 1962 

 
…with the explicit idea to draw upon the great German tradition of 
classical Indology and to match it with an equal emphasis on 
modern studies in economics and political science, history and 
geography, anthropology, law, and even tropical medicine.4 

 
In another source the SAI was said to owe its origin to a phase in German politics that was 
marked by an increasing awareness of the Third World.  Referring to these “winds of change,” 
the West German federal government requested its state governments to react to this perceived 
phenomenon and make an appropriate contribution.5  Some state governments took up 
development projects, others offered training in Germany in practical fields, but the State of 
Baden-Württemberg decided that the greatest need was for fundamental research on the 
problems of developing countries.  Accordingly this state decided to set up a research institute to 
address this need.  So at Heidelberg University the state’s major institution of higher learning, 
South Asia was selected as the target area, building upon the university’s existing Indological 
experience and expertise.  It was hoped that the new Institute could become a real intellectual 
meeting place between East and West, echoing the idea of an international meeting place first 
suggested by India’s President Radhakrishnan when he visited Heidelberg shortly after India was 
the first nation to recognize the post-WWII government of the Federal Republic of Germany 
after the East-West division of Germany. 
 Believing that conventional academic disciplines were inadequate, the South Asia 
Institute developed ambitious plans for a newly-designed interdisciplinary approach in order to 
address the complex problems of developing countries.  A whole range of academic chairs were 
proposed for the collaborative venture, but financial constraints prevented implementation of the 
entire plan. 
 The South Asia Institute proposed to establish team projects in India, utilizing skills of 
scholars from many disciplines.  Accordingly, they set up the Dhanbad project in the Damodar 
Valley region of Bihar, aimed at an analysis of the relations of India’s major coalfield with its 
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hinterland, and the Orissa project to focus on the development of the cult of Jagannath in the 
context of the regional traditions of Orissa.  Both projects were carried out, often with some 
learning pains, but by and large with successful outcomes. 
 
 3. South Asia Institute’s Field Branch Offices 
 In order to expedite the Institute’s research projects in the field, the South Asia Institute 
(SAI) established a Branch Office in New Delhi in 1962.  It was charged with liaison duties 
between research workers and the Government of India, among other functions.  Housed in 
premises made available to it by the New Delhi Max Mueller Bhavan, the SAI Branch Office 
was directed by Institute members who came from Heidelberg for periods ranging from two to 
five years.  These scholars brought with them their Heidelberg “posts” and continued working on 
their own projects while administering the Branch Office.  The Office provided services to 
several dozen German researchers in various fields per year, for example, helping them to obtain 
permits needed for particular projects, using archives, and the like.  Since this was a government 
agency, the German Branch Office staff carried official passports, but much of the routine office 
work was carried out by local Indian staff. 
 Between 1980 and 1984 the SAI maintained a Branch Office in Islamabad, Pakistan.  
Beginning in the late 1980s the SAI opened a Branch Office in Kathmandu, Nepal to facilitate 
new projects in that nation. 
 The New Delhi and Kathmandu Branch Offices were seen as academic extensions of the 
home Institute in Heidelberg, with the scholars in charge of the Branches expected to continue 
their own research while supervising the Offices.  The Branch Offices were not simply 
administrative centers as were the South Asian headquarters of the American Institute of Indians 
Studies (AIIS) and the American Institute of Pakistan Studies (AIPS). 
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APPENDIX I: 
 

PUBLICATIONS OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDIAN STUDIES: 1965-98 
 
 Note: The following books have been published by, under the auspices of, or with a 
grant from the American Institute of Indian Studies.  They are presented in chronological order 
of publication, and alphabetically by author within a particular year.  Date and pagination are 
provided.  When a title is part of a “series,” that fact is indicated in parentheses.  If a title has 
been reprinted, revised, or otherwise re-issued, that fact and the date are indicated.  If two 
separate editions, e.g., Indian and American, have appeared, in most cases both publishers are 
shown.  Whenever “American Institute of Indian Studies” forms part of the entry, for the sake of 
simplicity it is reduced to the abbreviation “AIIS.”  I am indebted to William Alspaugh of the 
University of Chicago and to Ann Wood of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst for their 
advice and assistance in preparing and designing this list, but I alone am responsible for its final 
form.  [M.L.P.P.] 
 
 

The Publications List 
 
 
Brown, W. Norman 
 The Mahimnastava, Or Praise of Shiva’s Greatness. [by Puspadanta, 10th century].  
Edited, translated, and presented in illustrations by W. Norman Brown.  Poona: AIIS, 1965, x., p. 
i11., (some col.), AIIS Publication No. 1., Reprinted: Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1983. 
 
Pattanayak, Debi Prasanna 
 Intensive Hindi Course: Drills. Poona: AIIS, 1969, xv., 249 pages. 
 
 A Programmed Introduction to Reading and Writing of Oriya. Poona: AIIS, 1968, Three 
Volumes in One. 
 
Chandra, Pramod 
 Stone Sculpture in the Allahabad Museum: A Descriptive Catalogue. Poona: AIIS, 1970, 
211 pages, 174 pages of plates, AIIS Publication No. 2. 
 
 Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies. [Projected in about 25 volumes, with variable AIIS 
financial participation; presented in order of appearance], Karl H. Potter, General Editor.  
(VOLUMES 1, 2nd

 edition and VOLUME 2 through VOLUME 6 were also published in the United 
States by Princeton University Press). 
 
▪ VOLUME 1 
Potter, Karl H., comp. 
 Bibliography of Indian Philosophies. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass for AIIS, 1970, 
xxxiii., 811 pages, (Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. 1). 
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 2ND
 REVISED EDITION. Princeton: Princeton University Press; and New Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass, 1983, xxxix., 1,023 pages. 
 
 3RD

 REVISED EDITION. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1995, in two parts. (New Title: 
Bibliography. Vol. 1 of Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies). 
 
▪ VOLUME 2 
Potter, Karl H., ed. 
 Indian Metaphysics and Epistemology: The Tradition of Nyaya-Vaisesika Up To 
Gangesa. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1977, xiii., 744 pages. 
 
▪ VOLUME 3 
Potter, Karl H., ed. 
 Advaita Vedanta Up To Samkara and His Pupils. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1981, 
x., 635 pages. 
 
▪ VOLUME 4 
Larson, Gerald J. and Bhattacharya, Ram Shankar, eds. 
 Samkhya: A Dualist Tradition in Indian Philosophy. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 
1987, xiv., 674 pages. 
 
▪ VOLUME 5 
Coward, Harold G. and Raja, K. Kunjunni, eds. 
 The Philosophy of the Grammarians. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1990, x., 609 
pages. 
 
▪ VOLUME 6 
Potter, Karl H. and Bhattacharyya, Sibajiban, eds. 
 Indian Philosophical Analysis: Nyaya-Vaisesika From Gangesa To Raghunatha 
Siromani. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1992, ix., 672 pages. 
 
▪ VOLUME 7 
Potter, Karl H. with Buswel, Jr., Robert E. and Jaini, Padmanabha S. and Reat, Noble Ross, 
eds. 
 Abhidharma Buddhism to 150 A. D. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1996, xvi., 636 
pages. 
 
Diehl, Katharine Smith, comp. 
 Primary Sources for 16th – 19th Century Studies in Bengal, Orissa, and Bihar Libraries; 
Seminar Papers - Edited By K. S. Diehl. Calcutta: AIIS Center, 1971, 280 pages. 
 
Krishnaswami, Meena 
 Abstracts of Doctoral and Post-Doctoral Dissertations in the Humanities and Social 
Sciences in Mysore University. Madras: AIIS, 1972, 47 leaves. 
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Mehendiratta, Pradeep R. 
 Coming to India and to Delhi: The Gateway to Modern India for Foreign Scholars. New 
Delhi: Promilla, for the AIIS, 1972, 204 pages. 
 
Chandra, Pramod, ed. 
 Studies in Indian Temple Architecture: Papers Presented at a Seminar Held in Varanasi 
1967. New Delhi: 1975, 317 pages, 68 leaves of plates. 
 
Hingorani, Ratan Pribhdas, comp. 
 Site Index to Archaeological Survey of India Circle Reports: A Cumulative Site Index to 
Annual Progress Reports (1881 - 1921) of Various Circles of the Archaeological Survey of 
India. New Delhi: AIIS, 1978, 262 pages. 
 
Vatuk, Sylvia, ed. 
 American Studies in the Anthropology of India. New Delhi: Manohar, 1978, xix., 517 
pages. (Published under the auspices of the AIIS). 
 
Brown, W. Norman 
 India and Indology: Selected Articles by W. Norman Brown. New Delhi: Motilal 
Banarsidass, for the AIIS, 1978, xxvii., 382 pages, 28 leaves of plates. Edited by Rosane Rocher. 
 
Brown, W. Norman 
 AIIS and You: A Procedure Manual and Guide for AIIS Awardees Coming to India.  
AIIS, 1979, iv., 81 pages. (Re-issued in 1987). 
 
Possehl, Gregory L., ed. 
 Ancient Cities of the Indus. Durham, North Carolina: Carolina Academy Press, 1979, 
xv., 422 pages. 
 
Williams, Joanna G., ed. 
 Kaladarsana: American Studies in the Art of India. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the 
AIIS, 1981, xvi., 183 pages, 139 pages of plates. 
 
Possehl, Gregory L., ed. 
 Harappan Civilization: A Contemporary Perspective. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the 
AIIS, 1982, xiii., 440 pages, 93 pages of plates. 
 
 2ND

 REVISED EDITION, Harappan Civilization: A Recent Perspective. New Delhi: Oxford 
& IBH, for the AIIS, 1993, xv., 595 pages, 120 pages of plates. 
 
Scholberg, Henry and Kakodker, A. A. and Azevedo, Carmo, comps. 
 Bibliography of Goa and the Portuguese in India. New Delhi: Promilla, 1982, xix., 413 
pages. (Published under the auspices of the AIIS). 
 
 
Bernsten, Maxine 
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 Marathi Structural Patterns, Book One. New Delhi: AIIS, 1982, 455 pages. 
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 Marathi Conversational Situations. New Delhi: AIIS, 1983, 236 pages. 
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 Marathi Illustrated Vocabulary. New Delhi: AIIS, 1983, 37 pages (all illustrated). 
 
Nimbkar, Jai 
 Marathi Illustrated Vocabulary. Pune: C. S. Latkar for AIIS, 1983, 74 pages. 
 
Nimbkar, Jai 
 Marathi Reading. New Delhi: AIIS, 1983, 79 pages. 
 
Nimbkar, Jai 
 Marathi Vocabulary Manual. New Delhi: AIIS, 1983, pp. 28, 69, and 74. 
 
Encyclopedia of Indian Temple Architecture. 1983 + (Projected in seventeen separate 
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Pennsylvania Press. 
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D. 1100. In two “bindings,” text 422 pages, 778 plates. Edited by Michael Meister, M. A. Dhaky 
and Krishna Deva. New Delhi: 1988. Also published in Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press. 
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Century. In two “bindings,” text 600 pages, 600 plates. Edited by M. A. Dhaky. New Delhi: 
AIIS, and Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts, 1996. 
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Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1984. (Published under the auspices of the AIIS). 
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 Studies in the Archaeology and Palaeoanthropology of South Asia. New Delhi: Oxford & 
IBH, for the AIIS, 1984, viii., 144 pages. 
 
Mehendiratta, Pradeep R. 
 University Administration in India and the USA: Approaches, Issues, and Implications: 
A Comparative Study. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, 1984, xvi., 374 pages. (Not shown as 
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Asher, Frederick M. and Gai, G.S., eds. 
 Indian Epigraphy: Its Bearing on the History of Art. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the 
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Wallace, Paul, ed. 
 Region and Nation in India. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1985, x., 335 
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Frykenberg, Robert E. and Kolenda, Pauline, eds. 
 Studies of South India: An Anthropology of Recent Research and Scholarship. Madras: 
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Barrier, N. Gerald, comp. 
 India and America: American Publishing on India, 1930-1985. New Delhi: Manohar, for 
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Case, Margaret and Barrier, N. Gerald, eds. 
 Aspects of India: Essays in Honor of Edward Cameron Dimock, Jr. New Delhi: Manohar, 
for the AIIS, 1986, 173 pages. 
 
Jacobson, Jerome, ed. 
 Studies in the Archaeology of India and Pakistan. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the 
AIIS, 1986, xx., 327 pages. 
 
Ranade, Ashok D. and Rao, Vidya and Chaudhuri, Shubha, comps. 
 Working Papers from the Seminar and Workshop on Documentation and Archiving in 
Ethnomusicology, Pune, India, September 24-30, 1984. New Delhi: Archives and Research 
Centre for Ethnomusicology (ARCE) of the AIIS, 1987, 173 pages.  
 
Buitenen, J. A. B. van 
 Studies in Indian Literature and Philosophy: Collected Articles of J. A. B. van Buitenen.  
New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, for the AIIS, 1988, xxiv., 339 pages. Edited by Ludo Rocher. 
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Speaking and Understanding the Language. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1988. (First 
published in 1965, revised in 1976). 
 
Possehl, Gregory L. and Raval, M. H., eds. 
 Harappan Civilization and Rojdi. (With Contributions from Y. M. Chitalwala, et. al.). 
New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1989, xv., 197 pages, 46 pages of plates. 
 
Srinivasan, Doris Meth, ed. 
 Mathura: The Cultural Heritage. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1989, xv., 485 
pages, 76 pages of plates. 
 
Rissman, Paul C. and Chitalwala, Y. M., eds. 
 Harappan Civilization and Oriyo Timbo. (With Contributions from Gregory L. Possehl, 
et. al.). New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1990, xi., 155 pages.  
 
Weber, Steven A. 
 Plants and Harappan Subsistence: An Example of Stability and Change from Rojdi. New 
Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1991, xii., 200 pages. 
 
Yadav, Jagdish S., comp. 
 Cultural Heritage of Mathura: A Bibliography. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1991, 
xii., 145 pages. 
  
Yadav, Jagdish S. 
 Pradeep, Index to Felicitation and Commemoration Volumes: Dr. Pradeep Mehendiratta 
Felicitation Volume. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1991, xx., 247 pages. 
 
Cutler, Norman and Richman, Paula, eds. 
 A Gift of Tamil: Translations from Tamil Literature in Honor of K. Paramasivam. New 
Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1992, vi., 151 pages. 
 
Dallapiccola, Anna L., et. al. 
 The Ramachandra Temple at Vijayanagara. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1992, 
306 pages. (Vijayanagara Research Project Monograph Series, Volume 2). 
 
Dimock Jr., Edward C. and Kachru, Braj B. and Krishnamurti, B. eds. 
 Dimensions of Sociolinguistics in South Asia: Papers in Memory of Gerald B. Kelley. 
New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1992, xxvii., 347 pages. 
 
Erdman, Joan L., ed. 
 Arts Patronage in India: Methods, Motives, and Markets. New Delhi: Manohar, 1992, xi., 
249 pages, 28 pages of plates. (Aided by a grant from AIIS Publication Committee). 
 
Mitchell, George 
 The Vijayanagara Courtly Style: Incorporation and Synthesis in the Royal Architecture 
of Southern India, 15th-17th Centuries. New Delhi: Manohar, 1992, viii., 198 pages. 
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(Vijayanagara Research Project Monograph Series, Volume 3). 
 
Ashton-Sikora, Martha Bush and Sikora, Robert P. 
 Krishnattam. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1993, xiv., 185 pages, 20 pages of 
plates. 
 
Higgins, Jon B. 
 The Music of Bharata Natyam. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS’ Archives and 
Research Center for Ethnomusicology (ARCE), 1993, xxiii, 391 pages, plus two tape cassettes. 
(Higgins’ Ph.D. Dissertation presented to Wesleyan University, 1973).  (Also published at 
Sittingbourne: Asia Publishing House, 1994). 
 
Kliger, George, ed. 
 Bharata Natyam in Cultural Perspective. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1993, xv., 
191 pages. 
 
Mukherjee, Prasanta Kumar and Constance, Lincoln 
 Umbelliferae (Apiaceae) of India. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, 1993, viii., 
279 pages. 
 
Sinopoli, Carla M. 
 Pots and Palaces: The Earthenware Ceramics of the Noblemen’s Quarter of 
Vijayanagara. New Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1993, 243 pages. (Vijayanagara Research 
Project Monograph Series, Volume 1). 
 
Wade, Bonnie C., ed., with the editorial assistance of Shubha Chaudhuri 
 Text, Tone, and Tune: Parameters of Music in Multicultural Perspective. New Delhi: 
Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS’ Archives and Research for Ethnomusicology (ARCE), 1993, xiv., 
245 pages, plus one tape cassette. 
 
Asher, Catherine B. and Metcalf, Thomas R., eds. 
 Perceptions of South Asia’s Visual Past. New Delhi: Oxford & IBH, for the AIIS, and 
Madras: Swadharma Swarajya Sangha, 1994, xviii., 306 pages, 70 pages of plates. 
 
Schomer, Karine and Erdman, Joan L. and Lodryk, Derek O. and Rudolph, Lloyd I., eds. 
 The Idea of Rajasthan: Explorations in Regional Identity. New Delhi: Manohar, for the 
AIIS, 1994, two volumes (Vol. 1: Constructions, 419 pages; Vol. 2: Institutions, 319 pages). 
 
 
 
 
 
Verghese, Anila 
 Religious Traditions at Vijayanagara, As Revealed Through Its Monuments. New Delhi: 
Manohar, for the AIIS, 1995, xii., 285 pages. (Vijayanagara Research Project Monograph Series, 
Vol. 4). 
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Deva, Krishna and Trivedi, S. D. 
 Stone Sculpture in the Allahabad Museum: A Descriptive Catalogue, Volume II. New 
Delhi: Manohar, for the AIIS, 1996, 223 pages. 
 
Elder, Joseph W. and Dimock, Jr., Edward C. and Embree, Ainslie T., eds. 
 India’s Worlds and U.S. Scholars: 1947 to 1997. New Delhi: Manohar Publications in 
association with AIIS, 1998, 608 pages. 
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