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Foreword

President Alice Chandler was a valued member of the ACE Committee
on Foreign Students which issued the 1982 report onForeign Students
and Institutional Policy. That report brought a new perspective on
European government policies which have an important impact on
their foreign student enrollments. Subsequent discussions with
colleagues in Europe convinced many of us in higher education of the
significance of national government policy for the movement of
foreign students to our respective countries. We agreed there was
much to learn from others’ experience. The ACE Report urged the
development of a network with our counterparts in the Atlantic
Community for the systematic sharing of information about policies
and trends, and for discussion of matters of mutual concern.

We are fortunate that President Chandler could use her study leave
to travel to Great Britain, France, and Germany for the purpose of
talking with government, educational and private sector officials
about their government policy and its impact on foreign students. This
publication includes the report of that trip. It is an exceptionally fine
analysis of the forces which determine government policy, the
rationale for that policy, and its effects in these countries.

Educational exchange has become increasingly identified with a
nation’s foreign policy. The examples of Great Britain, France and
Germany highlight the ways in which each of these countries pursues
its policy in light of its national interest. I believe this report will be of
interest to members of Congress and officials in the Executive Branch
who have interest in and responsibility for educational exchange. The
higher education community will also benefit from a careful reading of
the report.

The American Council on Education is grateful to the Ford
Foundation for a grant to our international division which supported
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Alice Chandler’s trip, and to the Exxon Education Foundation for a
grant to support printing and distribution of this report. We
acknowledge as well the generous support and assistance President
Chandler received from the British Council, the German Academic
Exchange Service, and the French Fulbright Commission.

Alice Chandler is a member of the ACE Commission on
International Education. She is an articulate advocate for the value of
higher educational exchange and for the importance of sound
exchange policy in higher education institutions. She is concerned that
educational leaders engage in regular dialogue on this issue with
government and corporate leaders, and with our counterparts abroad.
We are grateful for her insights and her rich reporting of exchange
policies. We hope that her report will set the stage for future dialogue
on educational exchange.

Robert H. Atwell
President
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Preface

From a global perspective, the increase in the number of international
students over the pasttwenty years has been extraordinary. In 1960 the
total number of foreign students around the world was roughly
250,000. Today it is more than one million. Although the total number
being educated abroad is small in relation to all students engaged in
higher education, the cumulative effect of foreign students on the
limited group of nations in which they mainly choose to study is very
great. Their presence in large numbers has a direct impact on the
educational systems of the half-dozen major receiving nations (the
United States, France, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Canada, and the Soviet Union). It also has an indirect impact
on at least two other key areas of national policy: foreign relations and
foreign trade. Few of the returning foreign students will become actual
heads of government or leaders of industry. They will, however, be
heavily represented in that cohort of well-trained individuals who
constitute the diplomats and bureaucrats, managers and
administrators, educators and technologists of the countries to which
they return. As such, their influence, if not as policymakers, then on
policymakers is incalculable. The intertwined network of transnational
and national companies—of buyers, traders, and sellers—depends on
them and on their preferences and predilections among nations and
economic systems. So also does that vast infrastructure of civil servants
and technocrats who operate the modern state and who frequently
outlast, and sometimes even outweigh, short-term changes in
government and government policy. It is also clear that the extent to
which the developed nations supply educational opportunities and
technical assistance to the developing countries will in large measure
help shape their future destinies and perhaps their allegiances as well.
To underestimate the importance of foreign students in their current
numbers or to fail to devise national policies regarding them is not
necessarily toignore future friends and allies. Continuing friendship is
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in no way guaranteed by foreign study. But it is to overlook a very
significant influence both on today’s educational systems and on what
may often prove a subtle but nonetheless important element in
tomorrow’s international relationships.

Although the United States does not have as large a propo.tion of
foreign students within its total student population as most of the other
major receiving nations, it has by far the largest number of foreign
students—roughly a third of all those currently studying abroad.
Recent studies by the American Council on Education, the Institute for
International Education, and the National Association for Foreign
Student Affairs have all drawn attention to the importance of
international students on the American educational scene and the
absence of any national awareness, goals, or policies in regard to them.
Because the subject of foreign student policy is very topical and
because the United States has not yet clearly come to grips with either
the actualities or implications of having almost 340,000 foreign
students enrolled in its colleges and universities in 1983-84, it may be
useful to look in detail at the experiences of some of the other major
receiving nations and their successes and failures in evolving practical
and sustainable policies for foreign students in such areas as admission
and retention, costs and quality, priorities and emphases.

Nowhere s the impact of growing foreignstudent enrollment more
keenly felt than in the three Western European countries I visited in
Fall 1983 as a representative of the American Council on Education. In
each of these countries—Britain, France, and Germany—the growth in
numbers has been phenomenal. In Britain the number of overseas
students more than doubled between 1966 and 1978. In France it
sextupled between 1960 and 1982. In Germany foreign student
enrollment increased only 55 percent from 1972 to 1981, but its impact
was great on a relatively compact and crowded system.

Foreign students also make up a significant proportion of total
student enrollments in each of the three countries. In Britain even
after the implementation of full-cost fees, eight percent of the students
in advanced higher and further education (14.4 percent at the
university level) were of overseas origin. In France the over-all number
is approximately 13 percent. In Germany it is five percent. One
problem created for each of the countries by this high concentration of
foreign students is that the gross numbers of foreign students are not
divided equally by national origin, discipline, or level of study and are
often unevenly dispersed within various geographic areas of the
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receiving nation. In Britain, for example, 40 percent of all foreign
students come from four countries: Malaysia, Iran, Hong Kong, and
Nigeria. In Germany, 33 percent come from four countries: Greece,
Turkey, Iran, and Indonesia. In France 55 percent come from
Africa—33 percent from the countries of the Maghreb. These
distributions do not necessarily parallel current diplomatic and foreign
trade priorities, nor do they seem to reflect the needs of the least
developed countries. In England and in Germany evidence exists that
the numbers of students from least developed and low income
countries has been going down, a tendency paralleled in the United
States by our increasing proportion of wealthy foreign students and
the decline in students from Africa and Latin America.

In shaping the patterns of foreign student enrollments, history
would appear to be destiny. Britain and France both heavily enroli
students from former colonies. In part these enrollments reflect
historic ties; in part they reflect convenient, and again historically
based, similarities in educational systems, which make it easier for
students to transfer their studies abroad. Germany draws both from
nations with whom she has historic ties and from those to whom
Germany’s central location in Europe, previous enthusiasm for foreign
“guest workers,” and strong scientific tradition all hold special appeal.
Language is also an important determinant in shaping enrollment
patterns and national policies. One reason for the popularity of British
and American education is the dominance of English as a world
language. Not only do foreign students tend to speak English before
they enroll; they want to master English as the key to world science and
world trade. Conversely, Germany and France both appear to seek
foreign students, in part as an effort to maintain the importance of
their linguistic status. France stiil hopes to retain French as a world
language; Germany must have foreign nationals throughout the world
who are fluent in her relatively unfamiliar tongue. Germany, too, has
the burden of world-wide opprobrium to contend with after two world
wars. Many of her receptive policies regarding foreign students and
foreign assistance are acknowledged to be part of an attempt to regain
world standing.

Particular policies adopted for foreign students also reflect the
influence of broader immigration issues and attitudes toward ethni-
city. The clash of cultures that can be engendered by the presence of
large numbers of foreign students on a particular campus or in a
particular area is seldom publicly admitted as a reason for restrictive
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enrollment measures, nor is the fear of the foreign student as a
potentially permanent resident and job competitor often discussed.
But these arguments, even if unspoken, obviously do enter into the
determination of foreign student policy. As foreign student numbers
have spiralled, these factors have undoubtedly had an influence on the
more restrictive approaches taken in recent years by the three nations
under consideration here.

Wherever 1 went in Europe, the number distribution, quality,
impact, and cost of an expanding foreign student population were
topics of lively concern. The issue was probably most active in Britain,
which was still experiencing the aftershock of the Thatcher
government’s decision tc eliminate the so-called hidden subsidy to
foreign students by making them pay full cost for their tuiiion. With
total foreign student enrollments down by more than a third in less
than five yearsand a number of foreign governments still nursing their
outrage at the sudden change in policy, efforts were under way in
Britain to preserve the principle of “no subsidy” for foreign students
while, at the same time, assisting nations with which Great Britain had
close ties to continue having access to her educational system. France,
too, was experiencing a pendulum swing back to somewhat more
liberal policies as the Mitterand government sought to modify some of
the more restrictive regulations imposed by its predecessors without at
the same time opening the floodgates to unregulated foreign student
enrollment. In Germany, where the proportion of foreign students
was considerably lower, the foreign student issue was to some degree
subsumed under more general questions about the university system,
but questions of access and quality were still widely debated.

Whatever the national variations, however, one fact was clear: each
of the countries had altered its policies in the past few years to restrict
and control the flow of foreign students. Britain had done this through
the mechanism of tuition. Germany and France, with tuition essentially
free, had sought to impose entrance qualifications that would screen
out the academically weaker student and thus reduce numbers.
Needing a rationale to justify its actions to the outside world, Britain
had based its claim for limiting numbers on financial inability;
Germany and France had sought the somewhat more philosophical
concept of “equality,” arguing that their systems could only absorb
foreign students whose educational backgrounds were comparable to
those of their own domestic students. Whatever the reasons, the effect
of the new policies, even in their attenuated forms, has been to control
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and regulate what had previously been an almost untrammeled flow of
foreign students. The days of broad welcome and indiscriminate
subsidy through low-cost or no-cost tuition are clearly over. In their
place, all three governments appear to be developing remarkably
similar schemes that focus on graduate, rather than undergraduate,
students and on targeted schemes of exchange. These exchange
schemes seem to be more focused on expanding East-West ties among
the highly industrializ 2d nations than on North-South ties between the
industrialized and underdeveloped nations.

One of the arguments frequently given for concentrating on grad-
uate students is that their study abroad does not drain needed
undergraduate enrollments from developing universities in Third
World countries and causes less of a “deacculturation” problem than
occurs with younger students who may face longer stays. There is
considerable validity in both these statements, but there are also some
practical advantages in focusing on graduate students. One primary
reason for favoring graduate students is that they are likely to congre-
gate in the sciences and technology. If such knowledge represents
potential power and wealth to the foreign student, acquiring the
brightest students—of whatever national origin—is clearly of value to
the receiving country, which can profit from their graduate research
work and may retain them as scientists, or at least friendly colleagues
and clients, in the future. Germany, with its long tradition of scientific
and technical leadership, most plainly illustrates the value that modern
industrialized nations place upon such expertise. Not only is Germany
adopting policies that favor the graduate student, she is also expanding
her number of institutes of advanced study in the hope of sharing in
the worldwide growth of technical information. She appears at this
time to be particularly interested in such relationships with the United
States. Of all the countries, I visited, Germany also seemed to me to
have the best understanding of technical assistance. Her educational
programs for students from Third World countries stress not only
basic scientific and technical study but also their applicability in a
technologically underdeveloped c: ntext, often a key issue in assessing
the effectiveness of foreign training.

Britain, France, and Germany are thus in a transition period.
Government policies in the three countries are such that all foreign
students who are rich enough or well-qualified enough (not surprising-
ly often the same) can gain entrance to one or another of these highly
desired educational systems. Only in Great Britain has there thus far
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been a perceptible drop in the total numbers of foreign students, but a
molding and shaping has been going on in all three countries that is
gradually shifting student enrollment patterns to conform more
closely to governmental goals. If there has been some loss in access to
educational opportunities and a weakening of the more welcoming
policies that foreign students could once expect, there may also be
slight qualitative gains in the conditions for these students. Both the
British and the French are considering better counseling and guidance
services and, in France, new preparatory programs for foreign
students—services that to date only the Germans have offered.
Although government policy seems ambiguous on the subject, there is
also distinct evidence that many British universities are now actively
recruiting foreign students, at least from the more prosperous nations.

Behind all these policies and practices lie a series of philosophical
questions, which are unanswered and even unasked. The fundamental
question is, of course: why enroll foreign students at all? This question
was perhaps easier to answer in earlier days when the number of such
students was relatively low and the individual student and his (usually
his) cultural background made an impact on the campus.
Paradoxically, that personal impact seems to diminish as numbers
escalate. One reason is that foreign students tend to cluster in national
groups, thus reducing potential interactions with the receiving
environment. Another reason may be that foreign students in large
numbers tend to be perceived as an undifferentiated mass—sometimes
a slightly threatening mass—rather than as persons. Given the abserice
of a personal dimension and with a dying spirit of internationalism
generally, the focus on foreign students is increasingly economic and
pragmatic. Foreign students frequently complain about the treatment
they receive while abroad, but they keep coming. Receiving countries
justify their expenditures on foreign students primarily in economic
terms. Foreign students help foreign trade or assist diplomacy, or are
needed to form the cadre of foreign managers essential for
transnational industries. In Germany, and to some degree in France,
the tradition of educational cosmopolitanism—of a worldwide
community of scholars—is still expressed by policy makers. But their
statements appear to reflect nostalgia for a world that was, rather than
aburning desire to shape the world that is or will be. As one talks tothe
policy makers, there is little evidence of a strong international thrust.
Ironically, of all the countries I studied, only East Germany has any
student policies stressing the intermingling of foreign and native-born
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students, and there it occurs for the clearly ideological purpose of
enhancing the spread of Marxism.
Because of this absence of a genuine internationalism—and
because many of the older concepts regarding the foreign student are
no longer applicable—there is currently no conceptual framework in
which to explore the value of a foreign student presence apart from the
pragmatic argument, which is valid but incomplete. The foreign

student is no longer a grateful colonial subject returning to the home

country, probably not a wandering scholar in search of pure
knowledge, and not even necessarily the representative of an
educationally disadvantaged nation. The motives on both sides are

purely practical and, as a result, the altruistic arguments that could be

used when numbers were relatively low and costs and impact were

minimal can no longer be invoked without question. Governments thus |
seek a rationale for controlling the foreign student flow that will |
moderate the foreign student presence and bring itinto greater accord X
with other aims without offending former friends and allies. Itis a very
delicate matter to speak of an appropriate proportion of foreign
students or to set priorities for different national groups or areas of
study. The countries I visited are understandably—given the British
experience—treading very carefully in the area of policy delineation.
But the danger in the current situation is that the some of the most
fundamental reasons for encouraging a foreign student presence—
educational enrichment and cultural inf >rchange—tend to remain
unspoken at the very time when we need them most.

We are lacking not only a well-enunciated rationale in regard to
foreign students but also a data base. Enrollment statistics still vary
from country to country because of different national definitions for
foreign students. In Great Britain, in particular, delays in gathering
data appear to have impacted policy counterproductively: the more
hard-boiled full-cost policies might not have been implemented had
there been evidence in time of a containment of foreign student
enrollments. No good measure is yet available of the costs or
comparative expenditures on foreign students in different countries.
If one does look at foreign student enrollments pragmatically, the
question of “true” cost is a critical one. To what extent does the foreign
student represent a marginal expenditure? How does the cost of
educating foreign students differ in rigidly tenured, as opposed to
relatively non-tenured, national educational systems? What is the role
of foreign students in relation to rising or falling home student
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demographic profiles? If only by default, Britain is moving toward a
better understanding of marginal costs of foreign students through
her new flexible fee policy which will let the universities set the tuition
costs for overseas students program by program. But well-reasoned
national policies toward foreign students are dependent on precisely
such cost-benefit analyses.

Cost-benefit analysis, to phrase it crudely, must also be applied to
the criteria for selective assistance. As Martin Kenyon, the head of
Britain’s Overseas Students Trust, has phrased it, “the perceptions of
benefit and obligation—political, cultural, commercial, education, and
developmental”—are not well understood between sending and
receiving nations. Nor, he adds, do we have a good understanding of
“the educational/academic value of overseas students” and their
contribution to the totality of the university system. We may say that
foreign students add to the richness of academic life and sincerely
believe that they do, but there is little in the way of data or policy, either
in the United States or abroad, to substantiate such statements. A
particularly vexing question, on which ignorance appears to be vast, is
the relative academic performance of foreign students. Because of the
visibility of their failures, their successes may well not be recognized.
Much of the argumentation in Germany, for example, on behalf of
limiting the enrollment of foreign students was based on their
seemingly poor academic track record. But there is increasing
documentation to show that the opposite may actually be true. Indeed,
Peter Williams, Britain’s leading academic analyst on foreign student
issues, states that a thorough study of foreign student performance
would frequently show such students to be among the very top
graduates.

A forum in which to compare and refine data and in which to
discuss and formulate policy on foreign students is clearly a high
priority at this poiht. In June 1983, a useful international meeting on
foreign student policy was held in Britain under the auspices of the
Ditchley Foundation, and it is to be hoped that such conferences might
be repeated at least triennially. The future direction of foreign student
enrollments is unclear at this time. It is not certain whether the levelling
off that the United States is experiencing represents a plateau or the
beginning of either a new upward or a downward trend. Other
national enrollments are similarly unclear. A world in which all
interrelationships are growing more intricate must still answer many
key questions of foreign student policy: whether foreign students are
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to be actively recruited, and from where and in what way; by what
criteria they are to be admitted, and to what degree they should be
financially supported; what sort of educations they should receive, and
how they should be counseled and advised; what their interactions
should be with the universities themselves, and how the universities can
best profit from their presence; to what extent they should be
encouraged to stay or to return; and what their ultimate relationship
will be with the foreign country that helped educate them. A vast
potential for good in international educational ties exists, at the
undergraduate, graduate, and postgraduate level, both as ends in
themselves and as a potential force in the development of greater
international understanding. That only 7,940 of the 338,894 foreign
students enrolled in American higher education in 1983-84 were
supported by our government is striking evidence that we do not
recognize the importance of the international student even to our own
self-interest. When we compare the investment we are making in the
support of international education to that being made by the Germans
or the French, the difference is startling. Many of the problems and
solutions found by the three European countries studied here are not
applicable to the United States, with its far more decentralized system
of higher education, but both the mistakes and successes of these
Western democracies are worth consideration as we attempt to
formulate a more constructive approach to our educational
relationships abroad.

I should like to express my appreciation to the Trustees of the State
University who granted me a two-month study leave from my
responsibilities as President of the College at New Paltz in which to
conduct the research associated with the project. I must also state my
deep gratitude to Cassandra Pyle, who, as Vice President for
International Affairs of the American Council of Education, both
financially supported my travels through a grant from the Ford
Foundation and was a source of constant encouragement and
inspiration. I am grateful to the British Council, which subsidized my
stay in Great Britain, and to the Exxon Foundation, whose gift has
made possible the publication of this study. My debts abroad are
numerous. The acknowledgements at the end of the volume list almost
all the individuals I met during my travels, although they cannot
sufficientl