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INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES IN A CHANGING
WORLD

THURSDAY, JULY 9. 1992

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS,
Washirgtor, DC.

The subcornmittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:15 p.m. in room
2200, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Howard L. Berman
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. BErMAN. I welcome everyone to this hearing of the Subcom-
mittee on International Operations.

The subject matter for today’s hearing is: International Ex-
changes in a Changing World. We hope today to explore the extent
to which our current international exchange programs are respon-
sive to the profound political, cultural and economic changes
throughout the world which we have witnessed in the past 3 years.

This also offers us a useful opportunity to address concerns about
overlap and duplication between programs. U.S. Exchange pro-
grams have developed over several decades in response to varying
needs and impulses. Many exchange programs are administered by
agencies other than USIA. We must begin to look at how well
these are coordinated, in their design and in their administration.

We are particularly privileged to have with us today Senator
Fulbright, whose involvement in the establishment and develop-
ment of U.S. international exchanges is unparalleled. We look for-
ward to having the benefit of his intimate familiarity with the
founding principles and subsequent history of our international ex-
change programs.

Senator, I might just add parenthetically, that on a whole varie-
ty of issues, you have probably heard this before, but this is one
Member of the Congress who as he was getting interested in poli-
tics found your example of political leadership in so many different
areas something that attracted me to, if we want to call this a pro-
fession, this profession. For that, I thank you and I am honored
that you are with us today.

Some of the questions I hope we can focus on: Is exchange really
a function of public diplomacy or do we do exchanges a disservice
by having them serve official policy?

How important a goal is informing Americans about the rest of
the world?

I think there was a fundamental assumption that this is impor-
tant; is this an assumption that is vulnerable to challenge?

(1)
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Are there alternatives to the reliance on government funding?

How can Congress better coordinate the establishment of ex-
change programs under various Departments or agencies?

How can the executive branch better coordinate the administra-
tion of various excliange programs?

What changes need to take place in the government’s traditional
relationship with nongovernmental organizations?

What practical or administrative difficulties have arisen from
the addition of programs, administration of programs in new
places, or of continuing programs in radically changed political,
economic and cultural circumstances?

Perhaps the most important. question for us to address is the
question of priorities. In a world of serious budgetary constraints,
how do we decide between worthy exchange programs and which
ones will we prefer?

I might add my one experience in carrying a State Department
authorization bill. The myriad of diiferent proposals for new ex-
change programs offered by different Members of the House and
the Senate mean that these questions have a certain reality for us.
To what extent are we doing the goals and the underlying purposes
of exchange programs a service by simply accepting every Mem-
ber’s idea for some new program, and to what extent do we risk
that kind of overlapping and duplication and loss of confidence in
the efficacy of the whole idea?

The testimony for today is to help us to provide a co...ext for our
consideration of next year’s State Department authorization bill.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

I have just told my Ranking Minority Member for the day, my
friend John Miller, that this is a hearing setting a context for a bill
he won't even be here to help us shape next year, and that saddens
me.

With that, I yield to him for eny ccmments he might have.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My apologies for being late getting back from the floor.

I don’t have an opening statement. I really look forward to hear-
ing from the witnesses.

I think Mr. Berman and I share a common interest and support
for exchange programs and we both want to hear how we can
make them better.

Thank you.

Mr. BermaNn. Thank you very much, Congressman Miller, and
now unless there is reason not to, I would like to go ahead with the
testimony fromn our witnesses and start with our distinguished wit-
ness, Senator 4. William Fulbright, who will be testifying on behalf
of the Liaison Group for International Educational Exchange.

Senator Fulbright.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT, REPRESENT-
ING THE LIAISON GROUP FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL
EXCHANGE

Mr. FuLsriGHT. | appreciate very much the opportunity to come
here.
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As you know, I am a little over age. I first came to this body 50
years ago, in 1943. So I apologize for my tendency for my mind to
wander abont.

Mr. BERMAN. You are one of the few people that can make us
think of this as the ‘“lower House.”

Mr. FouBrIGHT. This is an important House. 1 know that is
where I s-arted in politics.

Obvioutly, I can’t help but say that this program is one of the
most important, if not the most important in our international
things. With the recent collapse of the Soviet Union, this—of
course, I think this program had something to do with that.

One of the principal advisors of Mr. Yakovlev was a Fulbright
student in Columbia University in 1959.

Anyway, I think it is very important that you are holding hear-
ings on this program because I believe it is the best way to proceed,
and the cost of it is so small compared to what we are accustomed
to spending in the military field, it is just a fraction of what that
costs, yet I think that the collapse of the Soviet Union was due
more to the influence of this kind of activity than it was to the
military.

We did not defeat them on the field of battle. We defeated them
on the field of ideas, and how to conduct your business. So I am
very encouraged by what has happened in the Soviet Union.

It gives us a great opportunity to go forward and to establish re-
lations which will cost just a fraction of what we have been spend-
ing during these several years, some $300 billion on the military.

So I am very encours Yed by it and I am very encouraged by what
I think was the role of the exchange program in what has hap-
pened. I think it has contributed a great deal to the results th..c we
now see.

The Soviet Union wasn't defeated on the field of battle, but I
think the people who made the decisions there recognized the sig-
nificance of this kind of program.

So I don’t—I have a prepared statement that I have, I would like
to submit for the record, but as you can see, I am not quite compe-
tent to verbally present a program.

I will try to answer any questions you have as best I can.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fulbright follows:]
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The minc ficlds of the Cold War that have divided the peoples of the world for nearly

balf a century arc finally being clearced, opening at last the possibility for global cooperation
on the challenges and problems facing the human race. It is , eritical moment in history.

In 1945 wec also stood at such a key point. I was struck then by the advice of Albert
Einstcin who wamed: "Now cverything has changed cxcept our manner of thinking. Thus
we arc drifting toward a catastrophc beyond comparison.  We shall require a substantially
ncew manner of thinking if mankind is to survive." Against the background of the cnormous
destruction of the Second World War and thc ominous new potential for destruction in
nuclear weapons, it occurred to me that substantial exchanges of students and scholars
between nations would help promote the new manner of thinking referred to by Einstein.
After more than four decades of work in furthering such 2xchanges of the brightest young
people from around the globe, I belicve this even more strongly today.

I am very plcascd to participate in today's hearing on International Exchanges in a
Changing World representing the Liaison Group for International Educational Exchange, a
coalition of twenty-four U.S. nonprofit organizations, many of whom I have worked closcly
with for decades. A list of the organizations represented in the Liaison Group is attached to
my testimony. Let me note for the record that my views may not represent thosc of cach of
these organizations.

The profound political changes we are witnessing necessitate that United States foreign
policy be reconsidcred from top to bottom. The world emerging from the Cold War era will
be multipolar, fluid, and complex. Kclationships will be built on mutual advantage, not on
superpower politics. We will be faced with cxtraordinarily challenging global problems that
require unprecedented cooperation between nations. The Foreign Relations Reauthorization
Act which will be pending before this Subcommittee during the next session of Congress
provides the oppertunity to initiate the crucial task of putting in place sufficicnt forcign policy
mechanisms to meet these needs.

It is my hope that the Subcommittce will use this opportunity to creatc a United States
Information Agency that is strengthened and improved, an agency that is better positioned to
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provide the leadership the United States nceds to face the crucial international educational and
cultural challenges before us. Candidly, I must tell you that I was opposed to entrusting the
Fulbright Program to USIA in 1978 and remain skeptical about the wisdom of that decision
today. But my remarks today arc aimed not at getting the Subcommittee to rethink that
decision but at helping you cnable USIA (o better fulfill its responsibilities.

Most fundamentally, strengthening USIA's ability to conduct international cxchanges
in the coming decade requires a careful rearticulation of the concept of public diplomacy.
The term has been superimposed upon the programs of the Mutual Educations! and Cultural
Exchange Act cx post facto. It is not widely understood within the academic communities in
the United States and abroad, and where it is known it is somctimes viewed with considerable
distrust. Although public diplomacy suggests a process of pulting the peoples of various
nations into direct communication with onc another and is as such a laudable one, in practice
it oficn mcans somcething else. As Marvin Stone, then Deputy Director of USIA, testified to
this Subcommittee in 1986, "Public dipiomacy is the means by which a country seeks to
inform and thus influence the citizens of another country and through them, their
govemnment" This working definition is not conducive to intcrnational cducational exchange
since it fails to recognize the genuine dialogue and reciprocity essential to educational
cxchange. Further, it is not conducive to international exchange to vicw all of the aclivitics
falling under public diplomacy as a “seamless web” as USIA has tended to do. There needs
to be a clear differentiation between educational cxchanges, on the onc hand, and the overt
cffort to control public opinion in other nations on the other. An cffort on the patt of the

Subcommittec to rearticulatc the basic conceptual framework for USIA’s programs would be

very helpful in enabling it to fulfill its rolc as the prncipal fedcral agency respoansible for

cducational and cultural exchanges.

It is also critical for thc United States that USIA play a pivotal leadership role in
cnsuring that vital national interests are met by educational exchange programs. As the
Subcommittec is awarc, privately funded cxchanges between the United States and other
nations have grown substantially over the ycars. Therc are currently more than 407,000
foreign students in U.S. collcges and universitics, and we send morc thay 70,000 of our

university students to other countries per year. The overwhelming majority of these
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individuals arc privately funded. This is impressive. However, the fact that a large number

of people are now involved in exchanges docs not mean that our vital interests arc fully

served, as the case of the former Soviet Union so vividly illustrates. In fact, the vast majority
of outbound students continuc to be undergraduate students going to traditional Western
European sites to study humanities and social scicnces, while the overwhelming majority of
incoming students arc advanced students in cngincering, computer scicnce, and business from
Asian nations. Whilc these exchanges arc all valuable, there is 8 very important role for the
federal government in ensuring that other crucial fong-term foreign policy interests are
maintained through cxchange programs. Note, for example, that we currently reccive more
than 36,000 university students from Japan but we send about 1,200 students to Japan.
Surcly this trickle of U.S. students to Japan docs not meet our needs for expertise about this
critical nation. We need USIA to play a leadership role in ensunng that such unmet needs
arc addressed.

A particular arca of concern relates to + 3IA’s mandate to “assist individual Americans
and institutions in lcarning about other nations and cultures” which was given to the Agency
in 1978. This so-called "sccond mandate" has always been controversial at USIA. Most
recently, it scems o have been disregarded in the 1991 Strategic Goals Statement of the
Agency. This is unfortunate since the needs of Americans to understand other nations and
their languages have never boen greater. In the post Cold War world we must speak the
languages of other peoples if we arc to succeed. Our ability to compete in the global
marketplace very much depends upon it. While it sounds impressive that 70,000 of our
students go abroad to study cach ycar, that translates into fewer than one pereent of U.S,
undergraduates, and about scventy-five percent of them are studying in a few Western
European ccuntrics. The comparative figures for U.S. faculty members arc surcly cven less
cncouraging. Therc is a major challenge facing us to cxpand and diversify both the number
of our students who stud; abroad and where they are going. Tt pleases me to learn that the
changes Congress is making te the Higher Education Act will cnable more students to use
federal finarcial aid to mect st:idy abroad costs. I am also encouraged that Scnator Boren has
won congicssional approval for a major new initiative to provide scholarships for our

undergraduates to study abroad, and I hope iechnical problems regarding releasing funds




appropriated for this progtam can soon be resolved.  Nonetheless, the USIA we need for the

coming decade needs to take very seriously its responsibilities to help Americans develop the
skills they need for our nation to succeed in tonlorrow’s world.
The future role of the Fulbright Program itsclf is in critical need of attention and
leadership. While I am extremely proud of the achievements of the program since its
§ founding and am pleased to see the accomplishments of the many exemplary individuals who

have participated in the Fulbright program, I am worricd about its future. As the Fulbright
Scholarship Board noted in its acclaimed White Paper, the program has been asked to do too
much with too little. As a result, its reputation of excellence is in jeopardy, and its continued
ability to attract the best young minds is in doubt. In certain countries and in certain
disciplines, the Fulbright Program is already unable to compete for the best talent. It is my
hope that this Subcommiittee, USIA, and the Fulbright Scholarship Board will work together
with the educational community in the United States and around the world to ensure that the
future of the Fulbright program is as bright as its past. I think the track record of the
program is proven, and it is well worth the relatively ~mall sums nceded to meet this goal.

Cutside of the Fulbright Program itself, there are critical needs in other core programs,
such as the infrastructure supporting the International Visitor Program in communitics
throughout the United States which face very scrious resource shortages.

Another important arca of federal international cducation leadership that is increasingly
needed is in the coordiation of the diverse set of federal exchange programs which now
involve a large number of federal agencics. Although the Subcommittee may well want to
investigate whether it is possible to make USIA more competitive as an administrative base
for new federal initiatives, the trend to diversify international exchanges in the federal
governmient is to some extent a natural result of the ongoing intcrnationalization of American
socicty. Nonctheless, cven though this trend may not be unhealthy, it poses important -
challenges regarding how this diverse array of federal programs can be cffectively coordinated
50 as to avoid duplication and competition as well as to maximize compen. sntarity.

. The role of the federal government in facilitating privately funded exchanges is also
critical to the future of international exchange. The lasi several years have witnessed the

development of a growing regulatory quagmire of regulations from a diverse set of agencics
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including the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Depariments of Commerce, Labor,

State, and Treasury, as well as USLA.  As the Subcommitice is aware, the exchange
community in the United Staies has been engaged over the last three years in a sometimes
contentious debate with USIA over regulations governing the J-1 Exchange-Visitor visa. My
views about these issues have been put on the record of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, and they reflect my convictivn that the Mutual Educational and Cultural
Exchange Act contemplated a very flexible visa ahle to scrve a broad range of programs for
students, scholars, trainecs, and others. I am informed by my colleagucs in the exchange
community that the dialogue with USIA has progressed substantially regarding the J visa and
that the possibility of achieving a sct of workable new regulations may be in sight. However,
important issues such as the future of the vaivable summer student travelfwork program still
remains in doubt. T hope these remaining problems can be resolved soon so the people
dedicated to furthering international exchanges in the United States can get on with their
work. It is important for the Subcommittec 10 understand however, that the J visa is only
onc part of a compiex maze of fedcral regulations wiich threaten to auermine our ability 0
conduct successful exchange programs. Decaling with these concerns  cires strong
leadership from both the Subcommittee and USIA.

In addition to the regulatory area, there arc 2 number of activities relating 1o privately
funded exchanges which require strong support from USIA. Overseas post support is critical
to maintaining exchanges, including important cducational advising scrvices. USIA has also
traditionally provided support for rescarch on issues essential to exchange activities. This
includes information on the structure of other nations’ educational progiams, their degrees,
and the educational credentials they issue which is necessary for both the admission of
foreign students into U.S. institutions and to the provision of credit for U.S. student academic
work abroad. Unfortunately, USIA has been moving away from these critical support
activities.

Rising above all these important needs at this moment is the need to respond
effectively to the unbelicvable events unte Ling in the former republics of the Soviet Union,
the Baltics, and Eastern Europe. What cvents we are witnessing. It is incumbent upon us to

tisc to the aid of the h-ave peoples of these nations to help them create modern, democratic
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states from the rubble of communism. Here the power of exchanges has alrcady been amply
demonstrated. It is elcar to me that our sponsorship of a young Russian named Aleksandr
Yakovlev to attend Columbia University in the late 1950°s has paid enormous dividends as he
rose to become one of President Gorbachev’s closest advisors in initiating the tremendous
changes we now see unfolding in the former Soviet bloc. Now we need to cmpower a new
generation of Russians, Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and others from throughout these nations to
further these reforms through a program such as that proposcd by Scnawor Bradley which just
received Senate approval. However, we must respond to this new challenge without robbing
Peter to pay Paul. We must rctain our ongoing exchange commitments with other regions
end the nations within them as we reach out to the peoples of the former Soviet empire.

As my remarks have indicated, there arc many critical issucs regarding educational
cxchanges which face this Subcommitice as it prepuies {o rezuthorize the programs of the
U.S. information Agency. 1 urge you to take these issues very scriously. As you prepare for
the upcoming reauthorization, I hope you will take the timne to cooduct a comprehensive set
of hearings that will allow the Subcommittce to discuss thesc issucs with the Fulbright
Scholarship Board, thc academic community in the United States, representatives of the

Fulbright Commissions throughout the world, alumni of the programs, and others. It has been

far too long since such a comprehensive congressional asscssment of international exchanges

has becn undertaken.

We certainly stand at a turning point in history. I have devoted my life to the
furtherance of these critical intemational exchange programs which can do so much to further
mutual understanding and human progress, and [ an convinced they have provided enormous

dividends. The future of these programs is in your hands.
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Mr. BErmaN. Well, Senator, thank you very much.

Your prepared statement will be included in the record in its en-
tirety. It is an excellent one.

I would like to come back to you and ask you a few questions
about your evaluation of the relative worth of exchange programs
versus other functions in the foreign diplomatic field. Before that I
would like to turn, and hoping he understands—normally in this
situation he would have been the lead-off witness, but I am pleased
to introduce to the committee and the audience our next witnesses.

Before I do that, I have been joined by my friend who is the
former chairman of this subcommittee and who was a stro’ , sup-
porter of educational exchange programs during his tenure here—
he is retiring this year—for any comments he might have?

Congressman Dymally.

Mr. Dymarry. I have just returned from Mali, Senegal and Mau-
ritania, and everywhere 1 go one topic of discussion, of course, is
the success of the Fulbright program.

In Mali and Senegal it is very, very active, more so in Senegal
than probably any other part of Al!rica. In fact, I had a Fulbright
scholar in my district at one time. They arc =eeking one in Mauri-
tania.

I am always pleased to hear the glowing repcrts about the suc-
cess of the Fulbright program, Senator.

Mr. BErMAN. Now we will proceed with Mr. Barry Fulton, the
Deputy Associate Director of the Bureau of Educational and Cul-
tural Affairs for the USIA, accompanied by the agency General
Counsel, Alberto Mora.

STATEMENT OF DR. BARRY FULTON, DEPUTY ASSOCIATE DIREC-
TOR FOR EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL AYFFAIRS, US. INFOR-
MATION AGENCY; ACCOMPANIED BY ALBERTO MORA, GENER-
AL COUNSEL

Mr. Furron. I would like to express my appreciation for the
honor of appearing with Senator Fulbright as well as the apprecia-
tion of USIA for his continuing robust support of the program
which bears his name. The issues he has raised and in his prepared
statement are ones that warrant your attention and ours.

I welcome the opportunity to comment today, and as the Senator
has proposed in subsequent hearings. we zgree with him, we stand
at a turning point in history.

In 1961, Senator Fulbright said: “It is not our affluence, or our
plumbing, or our clogged freeways that grip the imagination of
others. Rather, it is the values upon which our ystem is built.
These values imply our adherence, not only to liberty and individ-
ual freedom, but also to international peace, law and order, and
constructive social purpose.”

This concept of what it is that is unique about our country—of
what we seek to share with the people of other countries—has
guided the U.S. Government’s international exchange effort for
more than half a century. For even longer, it has inspired private
American citizens and organizations to support and participate in
exchanges.
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Many of those organizations are partners with us today. The
events of the past few years have validated the foresight of those
who preceded us. The collapse of communism in Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union was not a triumph of military power, but of
the power of values and ideas.

Securing a peaceful outcome, consistent with our national inter-
est, to what is still a very unsettled international situation will re-
quire no less an effort. Those of you who have traveled to the
emerging democracies of Eastern Europe and Central Asia have
heard what my colleagues abroad have heard: Expressions of a
deep desire to know not only how we do things, but also the values
that determine why we do them. The citizens of those countries
want to know not only how we administer our justice system, for
example, but American concepts about civic relationships among
ourselves and with our government that underlie our American
justice system.

USIA’s exchange programs have adapted in important ways to
the changes of the past few years. The most important of these
changes has been the shift of resources and effort first to Eastern
Europe, and more recently to the former Soviet Union. Such a shift
is inevitable, given the moment in history and the high stakes for
our own future and that of our children. It has not, however, been
without cost.

Part of the shift has resulted from the creation of new programs
without provision for the staff or support necessary to run them.
Some of them, like the U.S.-CIS Interparliamentary Exchange Pro-
gram, are among the most important initiatives we currently have
underway. But implementing this and many other program initia-
tives and expansions has seriously stretched our capacity to admin-
ister and monitor our programs effectively.

The focus on Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union also
threatens our ability to sustain our efforts in other parts of the
world. We cannot afford to forego program opportunities in the
emerging democracies of Africa or in countries in Asia, Latin
America, and elsewhere with which our relations remain impor-
t =t. While we recognize the need to set priorities worldwide, the
potential impact of exchange programs in these areas is as great as
in the former Soviet Union.

Let me cite some examples of the important opportunities
throughout the world that we must continue to address, even as we
devote unprecedented attention to Russia and Eurasia.

First, at the invitation of the Mongolian Ministry of Education, a
scholar from the University of Pittsburgh’s Department of Educa-
tion has traveled twice to Ulaanbaatar, under cur auspices, to con-
duct workshops on the U.S. education system. As a result of his
visit, the first two Mongolian Fulbrighters will be in the United
States during the coming academic year to conduct research on
educational methodology and administration.

Second, USIA is currently administering programs funded by
AlD to support the transition to civilian rule in Nigeria and to rep-
resentative government in South Africa. In both cases, traditional
USIA exchange program tools are being directed to specific objec-
tives that are in the long-term interest of both the United States
and of the partner country.
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Third, we are providing support to Fulbright programs in Indo-
nesia and Malaysia to enable Islamic scholars from both countries
and from the United States to learn more about the role of reli-
gion, and Islam in particular, in each other's societies.

The other significant change in our program mix in recent years
has been the shift to what some cali “how to” programs. We, as
well as others in the administration and the Congress, are increas-
ingly finding exchange programs an effective tool in communicat-
ing practical knowledge on how to organize geovernments and
market institutions to those in the emerging democracies. We have,
for example, supported visitor programs for Russians and Eastern
Europeans on the conversion of defense industries to civilian pro-
duction. We have supported projects on grass-roots involvement in
the democratic process and on the role of the volunteer in Ameri-
can society.

We are pleased with the success of these efforts and with the in-
creasing recognition by others in the U.S. Government that the
programs we have been administering provide valuable models for
dealing with new—or newly recognized—needs.

But we have not lost sight of the fact that our mandate extends
beyond training to the true exchange of ideas—to values, to return
to Senator Fulbright's word. Fifty years after the Federal Govern-
ment joined the effort to carry out such exchanges, I believe there
is a renewed commitment to their importance. Indeed, as the need
for an American military presence abroad diminishes, the need for
a cultural and political presence grows.

USIA is proud of its role in developing “friendly, sympathetic,
and peaceful relations between the United States and the other
countries of the world.” We are confident that we can build on that
success.

This concludes my formal presentation. I would be happy to
answer any questions that you may have.

I would like to add that USIA General Counsel Alberto Mora is
here and will address questions dealing with USIA's regulatory
reform of our exchange visitor visa program.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fulton follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee:

In 1961, Senator Fulbright said:

"It is not our affluence, or our plumbing, or our clayged
freeways that grip the imagination of others. Rather, it
is the values upon which our system is built. These values
imply our adherence, not only to liberty and individual
freedom, but also to international peace, law and order,

and constructive social purpose.®

This concept of what it is that is unigue about our country--of
what we seek to share with the people of other countries--has
guided the U.S. Government’s international exchange effort for

more <han half a century. For even longer, it has inspired

private American citizens and organizations to support and

participate in exchanges. Many of those organizations are

partners with us today.

The events of the past few years have validated the foresight
of those who preceded us. The collapse of communism in eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union was not a triumph of military
power, but of the power of values and ideas. Securing a
peaceful outcome, cons:istent with our national interest, to
what is still a very unsettled international situation will

require no less an effort.
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Those of you who have traveled to the emerging democracies of
eastern Europe and central Asia have heard what my colleagues
abroad have heard: expressions of a deep desire to know not
only how we do things, but also the values that determine why
we do them. The citizens of those countries want to know not
only how we administer our justice system, for example, but
American concepts about civic relationships among ourselves and

with our government that underlie our American justice system.

USIA’s exchange programs have adapted in important ways to the
changes of the past few years. The most important of these
changes has been the shift of resources and effort first to
eastern Europe, and more recently to the Former Seviet Union.
Such a shift is inevitable, given the moment in history and the
high stakes for our own future and that of our children. It

has not, however, been without cost.

part of the shift has resulted from the creation of new
programs without provision for the staff or support necessary

to run them. Some of them, like the U.S5.-CIS

Interparliamentary Exchange Program, are among the wost

important initiatives we c@xrently have underway. But
implementing this and many other program initiatives and
expansions has seriously stretched our capacity to administer

and monitor our programs effectively.
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The focus on eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union also
threatens our ability to sustain our efforts in other parts of
the world. We cannot afford to forego program opportunities in
the emerging democracies of Africa or in countries in Asia,
Latin America, and elsewhere with which our relations remain
important. While we recognize the need to set priorities
wor‘dwide, the potential impact of exchange programs in these

areas is as great as in tne former Soviet Union.

Let me cite some examples of the important opportunities
throughout the world that we must continue to address, even as

we devote unprecedented attention to Russia and Eurasia.

At the invitation of the Mongolian Ministry of Education, a
scholar from the University of Pittsburgh’s Department of
Education has traveled twice to Ulaan Bator, under our
auspices, to conduct workshops on the U.S. education

system. As a result of his visit, the first two Mongolian

Fulbrighters will be in the United States during the coming

academic year to conduct research on educational

methodology and administration.
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USIA is currently administering programs funded by AID to
support the transition to civilian rule in Nigeria and to
representative government in South Africa. In both cases,
traditional USIA exchange program tools are being directed
to specific objectives that are in the long-term interest

of Laoor the United States and of the partner country.

We are providing support to Fulbright programs in both
Indonesia and Malaysia to enable islamic scholars from both
countries and from the United States to learn more about
the role of religion, and Islam in particular, in each

other’s societies.

The ochzr significant change in our program mix in recent years
has been the shift to what some call "how to'" programs. We, as
well as others in the Administration and the Congress, .re
increasingly finding exchange programs an effective tool in

communicat ing practical knowledge on how to organize

governments and market institutions to those in the emerging

democracies. We have, for example, supported visitor programs
for Russians and eastern Europeans on the conversion of defense
industries to civilian production. We have supported projects
on grassroots involvement in the democratic process and on the

role or the volunteer in American society.
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We are pleased with the success of these efforts and with the
increasing recognition by others in the U.S. governwment inat
the programs we have been administering provide valuable models

for dealing with new=--or newly recognized--needs.

But we have not lost sight of the fact that our mandate extends
beyond training to the true exchange of ideas--to values, tc
return to Senator Fulbright’s word. Fifty years after the
federa government joined the effort to carry out such
exchanges, I believe there is a renewed commitment to their
importance., Indeed, as the need for an American military
presence abroad diminishes, the need for a cultural and

political presence grows.

USIA is proud of its role in developing “friendly, sympathetic,
and peaceful relations between the United States and the other
countries of the world.® We are confident that we can build on

that success.

This concludes my formal presentation. I would be happy to

answer any questions you may have. I would like to add that
USIA’s General Counsel, Alberto Mora, is here and will address
questions dealing with USIA’s regulatory reform of our exchange

visitor visa program.
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Mr. Berman. Our third witness is Jennifer Froistad, Executive
Director of AFS-USA, who will testify on behalf of the Internat:on-
al Exchange Association.

STATEMENT OF JENNIFER FROISTAD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF
AFS.USA, REPRESENTING THE INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE AS-
SOCIATION

Ms. Froistap. Thank you.

My name is Jennifer Froistad, and I am the Executive Director
of AFS in the United States, which is actually AFS Intercultural
Programs but known to most people in the United States as the
American Field Service. AFS was conceived on the battlefields of
the First and Second World Wars by ambulance drivers, but I
think it is fair to say that it was birthed by Senator Fulbright and
others who saw the potential of exchange between peoples as being
a preventive toward, not just something that could be used to mop
up the battlefields.

We have been providing exchanges since 1947 and have ex-
changed over 180,000 young people between the United States and
other countries.

I am here today on behalf of the International Exchange Associa-
tion, better known as IEA. IEA is an umbrella organization of 50
members, all nonprofit, U.S.-based organizations who are responsi-
ble for the bulk of this country’s international citizen and youth
exchange programs.

IEA is dedicated to the support of international citizen and youth
exchange between the United States and the countries of the
world. 1ts members are engaged in, or actively support, the ex-
change of citizens, youths, trainees and professionals for education-
al, cultural, professional and humanitarian purposes.

A list of members are appended to the statement.

I want to express my appreciation to the subcommittee for seek-
ing this update on international exchanges and also for being a
continuing source of congressional support for and interest in the
exchange activities and the opinions and views of exchange organi-
zations. Your continuing leadership in this dimension of public di-
plomacy in its most catholic sense is recognized among our col-
leagues and we look forward to working with you, particularly in
the year ahead in anticipation of the reauthorization of the U.S. In-
formation Agency.

I heartily support Senator Fulbright's statement, as I think he
has touched upon the profound issues that undergird exchange pro-
grams.

I wawt to depart from the prepared text. I would like to highlight
some points. )

1 think that it is worth noting that what we desire in our rela-
tionship with USIA and with the government is the ability to re-
spond to historic opportunities such as the one we now face with
the former Soviet Union and the Baltic States; to ensure growth
with quality; to promote exchanges worldwide, especially in those
regions of the world which are underserved by private market-
driven exchange activities; and to provide leadership in the area of
public diplomacy.

2q
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To do that there are several activities that USIA has historically
and I think should continue to perform. One is in the area of fund-
ing.

There are two aspects to that: First, USIA should provide fund-
ing for exchanges that are not supported by the marketplace, par-
ticularly in those parts of the world that are currently dreadfully
underserved by our exchange programs: the Islamic world and
Africa in particular. Second, USIA should provide something to
build infrastructure so that in fact the exchange organizations can
continue to carry out the exchange activities which are certainly
not in any way dependent upon Federal funding.

The v~st majority of citizen and youth exchanges in this country,
probably 98 percent of it, is carried out through private funding. To
work in partnership with the private exchange community and
with other government agencies, and to assist in developing regula-
tions that serve——

Mr. BErRMAN. Say that one more time.

You are saying 98 percent of——

Ms Froistap. Exchange activities that take place between citi-
zen and youth exchanges are supported by private funding. It is
mostly carried out in the private sector, not through direct govern-
ment funding.

Mr. MiLLER. You are not talking about academic?

Ms. Froistap. Youth and citizen exchanges.

Mr. BErMAN. I remember when I was in high school where some-
one would come, attend high school and live with a family in ovr
area, a student in our high school would go abroad—that is 98-per-
cent privately funded?

Ms. Froistap. Right. From when you remember, when you were
in high school, that activity probably was supported by funds
raised in the United States by private citizens. Those funds now
come from the student’s family in the country from which they
come, for reasons having to do with where the students are coming
from and constraints on funding. I am talking about citizen and
youth exchanges which are essentially in the private sector, in-
creasingly funded, to our regret, by private funds.

We will get to that in a moment.

Let me go back to the issue of the former Soviet Union, the seiz-
ing of historic opportunities. The changes that have taken place in
the former Soviet Union and the Baltic States obviously provide a
historic opportunity for exchange, unlike any that we have prob-
ably ever seen before. Senator Bradley and Congressman Leach
have made a proposal for massive exchanges to take place between
the United States and the former Soviet Union and the Baltic
States. The proportions that they are talking about are unheard of
in our field, and the initial reaction I think has been to be hesitant
about embracing that magnitude of exchange.

On reflection, I think it is fair to say that members of the IEA
and the Liaison Group are very supportive of what they have pro-
posed because they have recognized, as only I think Senator Ful-
bright before them has recognized, the incredible power and impact
that exchange between human beings can have on changing lives
and the life of a nation.
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We will not be able to do these exchanges without changing the
way we do business, without building new alliances and fundamen-
tally without additional funding. But I would urge the Members of
this committee and others to support that initiative.

The changes that have taken place in the former Soviet Union
are oner that are historic, and in some ways without precedent, but
they ca easily slip back into something else. Democracy is a
trying enterprise, as you know, and it can often be chaotic and re-
quires an educated citizenry and people dedicated to the principles
of democracy.

We are aiready seeing in those parts of the world the effects of
people that don’t understand how to deal yet with democracy. To
the extent that exchanges can help increase understanding and fa-
miliarity with these forms, I thini we will be well served, and I
don’t think the opportunity will be here forever.

The second point I would like to talk about is the need for qual-
ity exchanges while increasing the quantity. Over the last 15 years
there has been an incredible increase in the number of exchanges,
particularly at the 'evel of youth, and it is because of this increase
in exchanges that USIA in part has taken an active role in the last
few years in regulation.

We need to be careful that in our desire to regulate we not
simply control, but in fact promote increased quality in exchanges.
There is no conflict necessarily between quantity and quality, but
exchanges that do not have an underpinning of quality can result
not in the desired understanding that we sz:k, but to greater
enmity between people. It can reinforce prejudice rather than in-
crease understanding.

Thirdly, the public-private cooperation and interagency coopera-
tion are essential components of any successful international ex-
change because exchanges fundamentally rely on private sector
and government cooperation, and because in an era of limited re-
sources we can ill afford duplication. While high-level dialogue be-
tween the public sector and policy leaders in USIA has improved in
recent years, international exchange in particular suffers from
missed opportunities because the private sector is not as regularly
and completely consulted on program design and policy priorities.

As weak as cooperation is between USIA and private-sector ex-
changes, the agency’s statutorily mandated coordinating role for
exchanges government-wide is worse. There is little coordination
and consequently no administration perspective on what is going
on in government and what its priority ought to be in a period of
limited resources.

The example of both aspects of this shortcoming are readily ap-
parent in the administration’s proposals for exchange initiatives in
Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. The
plans proposed in the past 3 years have been incomplete and they
have involved little or no citizen and youth exchanges, and have
been late in being put forward.

Too often they were done without adequate, we believe, consulta-
tion with the private sector, which will be depended upon to carry
out most of those exchanges. Consequently, since 1989, at least
three Federal agencies have vied for leading roles in exchange-
based foreign policy concerns. These are USIA, the Agency for

)
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International Development (AID), und the State Department, and
each have been directed in different ways to start exchange-related
activities.

It is important that USIA, we believe, play a better role in co-
ordinating these activities, and we think USIA, which has less a
parochial concern, is the best agency to do that.

I will not dwell on infrastructure. It is outlined in the statement.

I would like to speak on the need for balance in exchange pro-
gramming and regulation.

With regard to balance, there are two issues, one having to do
with the commitment to maintain U.S. exchanges worldwide. As I
referenced earlier, the areas of the Islamic world and Africa in par-
ticular are woefully underserved. The enormous expansion of pri-
vately funded exchanges in youth and citizen, particularly youth,
has taken place almost exclusively with Western Europe and to a
lesser degree Australia, New Zealand and Japan in terms of people
coming .0 the United States.

There is less activity now anmong youth exchanges in Africa than
there was 20 years ago. One of the lessons I hope we can learn is
that preventive action now will do us great good in the future. .f
we can build bridges.

The corflicts of the future, many believe, will not be East-West
but North-South, and we can play a vital role in that by promoting
the kind of exchanges with North and South now that members of
the Soviet Union participated in 30 or 40 years ago.

The second aspect of exchanges which I think heas been out of
balance is that the focus in the last few years has been primarily
on big “C” culture and academic and not sufficiently on youth ex-
changes. In fiscal year 1988, USIA spent $3.5 million on discretion-
ary program funding in these areas.

In 1993, they propose spending $341,000. This figure does not in-
clude $2.45 million for congressionally mandated activities such as
the Congress-Bundestag and Samantha Smith Programs.

In the area of exchange regulation, I think in the last few
months after some painful start up, the dialogue between USIA,
Alberto Mora's office in particular, and the exchange community
has been constructive, and I hope will go forward to achieve regula-
tions that will both promote as well as control behavior.

But I think we would be foolish to think the regulations ever
really promote growth and quality. We r.eed to find other ways to
promote growth and quality than through regulations. Ultimately
it will be the strength of the international exchange organizations
themselves that will ensure quality; not regulations.

Initiatives are being taken now among the youth and citizen ex-
ckanges, with the help of John Richardson, former Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Cultural Affairs, '2 look at a self-policing mecha-
nfi-sm for the field which we think will ultimately be of greater ben-
efit.

Finally, let me cite examples of successes in our field. I think cit-
izen and especially youth exchanges are too often seen as nice, but
not necessary to our world.

They are ofien messy, they are hard to control and they have
little short-term impact. The impact that we see from these pro-
grams often takes place years and years from today.

8;!"'1




I was speaking this morning to 2,500 AFS students who are
about to depart the United States to return to their home coun-
tries. We had invited to speak to them, Jan Eliasson, the Under
Secretary General for Humanitarian Affairs at the United Nations.
te was an AFS student in 1957, in Dekalb, Indiana. He credits the
work he does today with the experience he had as a 17-year-old.

Who could have known at that time that this would happen. He
was instrumental in solving the Irag-Iran crisis and is very much
involved in solving many of the ethnic strife that tear people apart
around the world today. We had an earlier reference to Mr. Yakov-
lev, who was a Fulbright scholar.

Other examples—in AFS, we have the President of Colombia
whose host mother from Fresno, California, was at his inaugura-
tion. We have John Macrae, who was on a practical training pro-
gram with the Association for International Practical Training in
Louisville, Kentucky, who is now British Ambassador to Morocco,
who credits to a great extent his work in the international field to
his experience in the United States. And F.W. de Klerk, who came
to the United States as an international visitor many years ago, a
visit which he said gave him an understanding of the vitality that
can be gained from a multiracial society.

I believe that with these observations I have suggested some
areas for attention in the upcoming deliberations of the subcommit-
tee when next year’s USIA reauthorization takes place. We look
forward to working with the committee and with USIA to seize the
opportunities before us to build the infrastructure necessary to pro-
vide exchange programs and to share in the leadership to lead to
more balanced exchange program activities.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Froistad follows:]
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Good afternoon. My name is Jennifer Froistad and I am Executive Director of AFS, better
known in thousands of American communitics as the American Ficld Service. Since our first
exchanges in 1947, we have sought to confront cultural stereotypes and human misunderstanding
through the simple act of having youths from one country live in the homes, attend school, and
immerse themselves in community life in another part of the world. To date, over 180,000 young

people from over 80 countries have experienced American life through AFS families and schools.

I am presenting this statement on behalf of the International Exchange Association (LEA), a
nonprofit umbrella organization of 50 memrbers--all nonprofit, U.S.-based organizations
responsible for the bulk of this country's international citizen and youth exchange programs. IEA
is dedicated to the support of international citizen and youth exchange between the United States
and the countries of the world. Its members are engaged in, or actively support, the exchange of
citizens, youth, trainces, and professionals for educational, cultural, professional, and humanitarian

purposes. A list of IEA member organizations is attached to this statement.

I want to express my appreciation to this subcommittee for seeking this update on international

exchanges, and for being a continuing source of Congressional support for and intcrest in our

cxchange activities. Your continuing leadership for this dimension of public diplomacy is well-
recognized among my colleagues and we look forward to working with you in the years ahead--

beginning with next year's anticipated reauthorization for the U.S. Information Agency (USIA).

I whole-heartedly support the preceding statement of Sen. Fulbright--a most cloquent expression
of our need to reassess both our justification and our instruments of public diplomacy. My
statement w.| raise some complementary points, particularly regarding the balance of the U.S.
exchange mix, regulatory reform of the J Exchange Visitor Program, and our national response to
the needs of the former Sovict Union.

We in the exchange community have come to recognize and respond to the new and dramatic
demands that the changes in the world are putting on us. Where once we were confined to
working with very limited numbers in highly structured exchange relations with Central and
Eastern Europe, and the republics of the former Soviet Union, we are now responding to

demands for massive exchange activitics with scores of new partners--both public and private.
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Where less than a decade ago we were content to work on the modest objetive of opening and
maintaining some small zcalc of dialogue and mutual understanding, we are now faced with calls
for broad-based sharing of skills and knowlzdge overcoming decades of closed trade in ideas and
friendship.

While the headlines are grabbed by our national fascination with the opening of friendly relations
with the former Soviet Union, we also recognize that democratization and the transition to frec
and open socicties are underway throughout the world: in countries and regions long tainted by

authoritarian regimes, segregated socicties, and closed borders.

With that as a backdrop, ! want to begin with two immediate concorms for the international
citizen and youth exchange community--response to the newly independent states of the former
Soviet Union and the need to ensure that we conduct quality exchanges while we expand their
quantity. Then | will summarize four topics that relate to operational aspects of exchanges that |
believe Corgress should investigate and address as needed. Those topics are cooperation and
coordination between the private sector and government, and among government agencies; the
exchanges infrastructure; balance in exchanges programming: and regulation of exchanges. [ will
conclude with several examples of how an international exchange expericnce has affected the lives

of our alumni.

SUPPORT FOR EXCHANGES INITIATIVE WITH CIS AND BALTIC STATES

It is clear that we face an unprecedented opportunity at this moment in world affairs te engage

the newly independent and frec peoples of the republics of the former Soviet Union. We believe
that that opportunity includes an opcning to ensure that a new generation of individuals--
teenagers and young adulis--has a real and profound understanding of the United States; and that
we might foster among our citizens a comparable appreciation for the diversity and circumstances
of the peoples of these 15 republics. To this end, we endorse the initiative outlined in the
Bradley-Leach bill that would establish a substantial and new commitment to educational and
cultural exchanges with that region. We believe that the two sponsors of this legislation have

realized the considerable power inherent in international exchange; a power based on the capacity
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of individuals to change the course of their lives and the life of their country through an
appreciation of the broader world expericnced through exchanges. Foriy-six of our colleague
organizations--from the membership of IEA and the Liaison Group for International Educational
Exchange--have endorsed the Bradley-Leach proposal in a letter to members of the Senate last
month. A copy of our letter is attached to this statement.

ENSURING QUALITY EXCHANGES WHILE INCREASING QUANTITY

We often measure our success in this ficld by our growth in the numbers of participants that we
exchange. And indeced, by that measure, international exchanges arc doing well. We have
expericnced consistent growth and reached tens of thousands of new participants in a broadening
range of activities over the past decade. What we must continue to stress in both publicly-
supported and private-initiated exchanges is that new and increased cxchanges must be conducted
with the highest standards of quality. Simply expecting more people coming and going on
exchanges to iranslate into greater understanding of the United States around the world is to fall
victim to one of the oldest lessons in our field: contact without interaction often breeds enmity.
As 1 will explain in more detail below, e are at risk in compromising our successes when
reaching more people because we fail to remember to provide a quality expericnce with

appropriate support for the cxchange participant.

PUBLIC/PRIVATE COOPERATION AND INTER-AGENCY COORDINATION

Cooperation and coordination arc essential components to the success of international exchange--
essential because exchanges fundamentally rely on private sector and government cooperation;

and because in an era of limited resources, we can ill-afford duplication. While high-level

dialogue between the private sector and policy leaders in USIA has improved in recent ycars,

international exchange regularly suffers from missed opportunitics because the private sector is
not regularly and completed consulted on prograi.: design and policy priorities for virtually all
aspects of federally-supported exchanges.
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As weak as cooperation is between USIA and private sector exchanges. the Agency’s statutorily
mandated coordinating role for exchanges government-wide is worse. There is no coordination,
and consequently no Administration perspective on what is going on in government and what its

priorities ought to be in this period of limited resources.

The example of both aspects of this shortcoming are readily apparent in the Administration’s
proposals for exchange initiatives with Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.
The plans proposed in the past three years have been incomplete and late, have been assembled
without consultation with the private sector (the very sector expected to carry out the proposed
programs), and have often duplicated what is already underway in the private sector or at some

other federal agency.

Corsequently, since 1989, at lcast three federal agencies have vied for leading roles in exchange-
based forcign policy concerns and many others have undertaken or been directed to start
exchange-related activities. It is impossible for us to get a handle on what the U.S. Government
is actually doing on exchanges at any given time, who is in charge of those activitics, whether
those exchanges would benefit from better cooperation with the private sector, or irdeed if a

particular exchange activity is duplicative of other cfforts or cven needed.

EXCHANGES INFRASTRUCTURE

Funding for exchange activities has, since the latc 1980s, been increasingly dirccted toward the
purchase of actual exchanges--bodics going and coming--at the cost of investing in systems,

networks. expertise, training, and capacity. While USIA docs continue to give funding for field

scrvice, advising, and orientations, those resources arc a declining share of the grant-making pic

and largely focused on one or two dimensions of the multi-faceted exchange community. As a
consequence, exchange capacity and nctwork strength are in disrepair and, like neglected roads,
they cannot be expected to carry increasing loads of exchange participants without the likelihood
of failure. We risk a major breakdown in quality exchanges that may ultimately sow sceds of

misunderstanding rather than ‘he desired mutual respect.

58-670 0 - 92 - 2
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For examiple, USIA no longer undcrwrites the training of high school administrators to work with
youth exchange organizations and has reduced funding commitments for institutional support of
volunteer-driven, community-hased cxchange nctworks such as councils for international visitors
and sister city affiliations. Reductions in these kinds of investments in Amecrican exchange

programs will ultimately prove to be penny wise and pound foolish.

There is a collateral aspect to this concern and that is the internal support structure at USIA to
handle the growing programmatic initiatives with which the Agency has been charged. We believe
this Subcommittee should carcfully examine whether USIA has adequatc resources to undertake

these many activitics.

BALANCE IN EXCHANGES PROGRAMMING

There are two aspects af balance in exchanges programming which USIA has been failing to

maintain. First is its commitment to maintain a U.S. exchanges presence throughout the world.

While undcrstandably pressed by recent developments in Europe and the former Soviet Union,

declining cxchange numbess with Africa, Latin Amecrica, and parts of Asia arc alarming both 10 us

and our exchange partners in those regions. We cannot neglect our obligations to ensure mu:ual

understanding with Chile and South Africa, for example. while we respond 10 new concerns in -
Tithuania and Hungary. As an example of this trend, I enclose a set of graphs highlighting

participant trends for six world regions based on USIA exchanges data.

The sccond aspect is in the types of exchanges undertaken, and for me that s ¢ven more alarming
an imbalance. For decades, the Burcau of Educational and Cultural Affairs has consistently
funded youth exchange activities. However, that commitment bas faltered in the past four years.
In FY 1988. USIA spent $3.5 miltion in discrctionary programming funds in this arca. For FY
1993, they proposc spending $341,000. Were it not for Congressionally-mandated programs with
Germany and East and Central Europe (including the former USSR}, USIA wouldn't have youth
cxchanges to speak of. USIA's investment in undergraduate cxchanges, traince cxchanges, and its
commitment to Americans studying abroad arc similarly under-represented in the profile of the

Agency's activitics,
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REGULATION OF EXCHANGES

Charles MacCormack, President of the Experiment in International Living, observed at an [EA
Congressional Bricfing hosted by Chairman Fascell last ycar that major new private sector
exchange initiatives could be encouraged and facilitated by the U.S. Government by setting an
appropriate regulatory environment for exchanges. I concur with Dr. MacCormack's assessment
and note that USIA is now two and a half years into a regulatory reform cffort that remains
unfinished. This lengthy review process has effectively held up the expansion and further
development of exchanges while private sector organizations await the completion of new
regulations. In some cases, expansion has actually been barred by official action of the Agency--
notably in the areas of trainee, camp counsclor, and summer student travel/work programs. While
I and most of my collcagues arc encouraged by the Agency’s actions in the past six months, much
remains to be done before we know whether the regulation of exchanges is aimed at facilitation
and promotion of responsible exchanges or control and confinement of those exchanges. Of all of
the aspects of the U.S. Government's involvement in exchanges, this is the single most eritical once

that rests in USIA's hands at this moment.

It is also important to recognize that whatever success USIA has in creating an cffective and
appropriate set of rules for the J Exchange Visitor Program, there are scores of exchange
programs operating outside the realm of USIA's supervision. While many of these exchanges are
legitimate and well-known, such as IEA member organizations like the Friendship Foree and
People to People International, this is an area of concern to many of us in the exchange

community and deserving of closer scrutiny by this Subcommittee. We often find that the worst

cases of abuse and greatest amount of public attention are focused on activities that are wholly

unregulated by USIA or any other agency. These abuscs, when they oceur, paint all exchanges
with same brush of disrepute. We in the private sector are ready and willing to address this

concern with USIA and Congress.

SUCCESSES IN INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE: OUR ALUMNI

Our members’ exchange participants find their way into all reaches of their respective countrics--
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and often into positions of leadership and significant responsibility. For AFS, this is exemplificd
by Cesar Gaviria-Trujillo, a 1963 AFS exchange high schoo! student in Fresno, Calif,, and now
President of Colombia (the President's wife, Ana Milcna Munoz de Gaviria was also an AFS
student, staying with a U.S. host family in Ghio in 1972). Of his U.S. exchange cxperience,
President Gaviria has said it was of special significance that strengthen and cnriched his life.
From the Association for Internationa! Practical Training, we find the case of John Macrac, a
1953 summer trainec with a U.S. business in Louisville, Ky. Macrac is now the British
Ambassador to Morocco and his cxperience in the United States was so positive that his son
Marcus came to the United States 31 ycars later to work with a U.S. corporation in Longview,
Texas, in 1984 and 1985. For the National Coupcil for International Visitors, the story is of the
1976 visit to the United States by the future president of South Africa as an International Visitor
Program participant, F.W. Dc Klerk has credited that visit with giving him an understanding of
the vitality of a multiracial socicty and the cncouragement 10 pursuc a vision for an apartheid-free
South Africa. Thesc arc but three of literally hundreds of thousands of cxamples of individuals
who have visited the United States on ¢xchanges and carricd the special lessons of the expericnce
back into their own socictics. They have most often come to us during their formative years as
teenagers, young adults, or promising future lcaders. They return home with a better
understanding not only of us but of themselves; and from that understanding they build a better

relationship between our country and theirs.

In putting forward these observations, I have suggested critical arcas for attcntion in the
upcoming deliberations of this Subcommittce when next year's USIA reauthorization takes place.
The members of IEA look forward to working with you to improve on all of these concerns so

that American exchanges can be more effcctive. With a better performance in these and other

arcas, I am confident that we can respond effectively to the challenges outlined here. especially

those we face in the former Soviet Union and in our own exchange community.

Thank you.
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the [IAISON
(GROUP for International Educational Exchange

1825 Eye Sreer, NW/ Suite 475, Woshington, DC 20006 (202)659-0151

June 22, 1992

The Honorable Brock Adams
U.S. Senate

513 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Scnator Adams:

When the Senate considers the Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and
Open Market Support Act (S 2532), the undersigned organizations urge you to support
Senator Bradley’s amendment to provide for & substantial five-year cducational exchange
program with the Baltic states and the former republics of the Soviet Union

We believe that it is absolutely crucial 1o the future of these emerging democratic nations that
the United States provide significant new opportunitics for large numbers of their young
people to benefit from the United States’ usparalleled educational resources and to expericnce
first-liand how democratic institutions and a frec market cconomy operate. Intemational
cxchange programs are & broven, relisble, low-cost means to provide this critical experience.
It should b noted, for example, that Aicksandr Yakovicv, whom many regard as the main
architect of the reform efforts of Mikhail Gorbachev, was & U.S. government-sponsored
student at Columbia University in the late 1950's.

It is also critically important for our future relations with these natioas that American young
people have increased opportunitics 1o live in the homes and study in the classrooms of their
counterparts in the former republics of the Soviet Union. We must begin 0 leamn the
languages and study the cultures of this ethnically diverse region.

While we belicve that several aspects of tbe Freedom Exchange Act (S 2777) which Senator
Bradley introduced on May 21st nced 10 be reviewed and some adjustments may be nceded,
we are confident that such changes can be made during further congressional consideration of
the assistarce legislation for the former republics.

In asking for your support for Scnator Bradley's amendment, we also urge you to ensure that
funds for these new cxchanges not be taken from USIA’s cxisting exchange programs.
USIA's exchange programs, currently funded at under $200 million in total, are critical 1o
maintaining relations both with the former ~ sviet Union and other world regions; many of
thosc regions already having lost ground as programs with the former Soviet bloc aave
cxpanded. We are pleased, in this regard, to learn that the House Appropriations Committee
has agreed to provide $50 million from the 1993 Foreign Operations appropriation to fund the
cxchanges Scnator Bradley is proposiag. It is critical that Congress provide additional
funding at Icast at this level.
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Thank you very much for your consideration of our views on this important issue.
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Mr. BErMaAN. Thank you very much, Ms. Froistad.

Very interesting testimony.

I will recognize myself for 5 minutes for questions.

First, I might mention that we have been joined by the man
without a nameplate, Mr. Sawyer, a Member of the full Foreign Af-
fairs Committee. I wanted him to be on the subcommittee, but
some people who decided they wanted to be on three subcommit-
tees kept him off it, even though they never show up for any of our
hearings. They are my best friends.

It is good to have you here.

Mr. Gilman also has joined us. He has been a strong supporter of
these programs in the past.

My first question: Bradley-lL.each programs which are now
funded, at a much smaller amount than originally proposed, in the
House Foreign Opevations bill as part of the aid to the Republics of
the former Soviet Union—remind me again, what are they focusing
on in terms of exchange?

Ms. Froistap. In the final version, I am not sure how it came
out. I think there is more on training of young workers.

Mr. FuLtoN. About 50 percent in the Senate version, which is
$80 million total, 50 percent for high school exchange. The balance
is divided among undergraduate students, graduate students, uni-
versity affiliations and internships.

C%\/Is. Froistap. The original was more heavily on the high school
side.

Mr. BerMmanN. This is not law. There is a broader bill. It has
passed——

Mr. FuLToN. It passed the Senate last week.

Mr. Berman. The House passed a version in the Foreign Oper-
ations Bill last week in the Obey legislation that provided $50 mil-
lion, I believe——

Ms. Froistap. Yes. That is slightly different. They haven’t yet
come together, I believe.

This is your field, not mine, how they come together.

Mr. Furron. That $50 million is directed at AID, as we under-
stand it, as opposed to the Bradley bill.

Mr. BermaN. That is right.

Could you comment in any detail—I guess any of the witnesses—
on this whole question of the proliferation of federally funded ex-
change programs under the USIA and other departments and
agencies?

Ms. Froistad started to touch on that a little bit.

Are we spending money unnecessarily? Are we having a kind of
duplication overlap problem we should be trying to avoid?

Should we be having core programs focused on, perhaps, high
school students or more academically oriented kinds of programs,
and just expanding them rather than creating new programs?

To what extent has this caused a serious bureaucra’ic organiza-
tional problem which has resulted in the wasteful expenditure of
funds and the lack of coordination? Mr. Fulton—you are the object
of all of our activities here.

Mr. FuLToN. In answer tc cne of your questions, Mr. Chairman,
are we spending money unnecessarily or are there overlapping pro-
grams; I think the answer to that is decidedly no.
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One of my colleagues meeting with a group of American Ful-
bright scholars and students on their way to Africa 2 weeks ago in-
troduced our agency to them as the government’s original cheap-
tgkate agency because of the tight-fisted way that we administer
unds.

There probably is something to that, as you will undoubtedly
hear from some of the private organizations. There is, nonetheless,
I think a legitimate question of coordination of programs that are
appropriated into the budgets of different organizations.

We publish annually a report on U.S. Government exchange and
training activities and our relation with the private sector, and in
that report we identify 22 Federal departments and agencies that
have exchange programs of one sort or another. And these run
from ones that are small to major programs like the National Secu-
rity Scholarship Program that was enacted last year in DOD.

So 1 guess the advice I first heard when I joined the government
25 years ago in a book called, “Up The Organization,” never take a
job with coordinator in the title, is good advice.

Mr. BerMAN. Senator Fulbright, let me ask you—are you satis-
fied at this point with the quality and stature of the Fulbright pro-
gram in terms of how it is being administered, who is being
chosen?

Are we getting the best people?

Is there the kind of diversity in the program that you would like
to see?

Do you have any thoughts on this?

Mr. FurBricHT. Well, I think it has been well administered on
the whole, but I would like to see it supported more strongly. I
think we have a great opportunity now, as I have already said, in
the old, former Soviet Union, to greatly increase this, and this is a
way to help those people reconcile them to the non-Communist
method of doing business and I think it is a great opportunity.

I just think it is too small an effort to do it. I would like to see a
little more concentration in the Senate in the program. I think the
Fulbright program has been well administered, on the whole, since
the beginning, and the foreign countries have done an excellent
job. The Europeans have their own committees which administer
the Fulbright program in their countries.

I think they have done an excellent joh, and it has been extreme-
ly free of any suggestion of favoritism or anything of that sort in-
volved in the selection of the personnel.

I think its administration has been very good on both sides.

Mr. BErMAN. Let me do a bit of a followup, and then I would
yield to Mr. Miller. We are dealing with the tremendous con-
straints imposed by the massive deficit, by the Budget Enforcement
Act. In this post-Cold War world, what should be the allocation of
resources between broadcasting, the Voice of America, the other
radios under the Bureau for International Broadcasting, Radio
Free Europe and Radio Liberty, the requests we are getting now to
expand to Radio Free Asia and Radio Free China, and expanding
these educational exchanges.

Do any of you have thoughts on those kinds of priorities, recog-
nizing that it is a very artificial limitation, but much of the struc-
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ture of the present process certainly limits ur to those kinds of
tradeoffs?

Mr. FuLerigHT. Of course, I am very prejudiced about that. I
don’t think—radio broadcasts don’t leave any impression with me.
I think all of theimn would be better spent on the individuals.

Mr. BerMaN. You are not talking about the U.S. radio broad-
casts, you are talking about the ones abroad, now?

Mr. FuLBrigHT. That is right. They are so obviously patterned—
it isd propaganda—that I don’t think it fools anybody; it is propa-
ganda.

I don’t think it has the real substance that this has. We are deal-
ing with people who have become influential in their countries. It
is people like you anéd the Congress that make the difference.

It is not the newspapermen who write the stories; it seems to me
it is you Members who actually make the laws and do the deci-
sions. That is the type of people that you are dealing with in the
exchange.

I don’t think—you know it is very dangerous to criticize any of
these activities, but since you mention the question, I think we
waste an awful lot of money on the advertising. I will call it, aspect
of these programs.

They have their followers, and [ am sure it is a very controver-
sial issue. I used to be deeply involved in that.

I think dealing with the individuals who in the end are just like
you people here in the Congress who make the difference— it is
not the newspaper reporters out there that make the difference.
They1 have a role but it is nothing like the importance of you
people.

It is your kind of person in these other countries that I am seek-
ing to influence. I think they are much more important.

I don't object to any of these activities but it is a relative matter.
I think this is far better.

Ms. Froistap. Well, Senator Fulbright said it very well.

Mr. BErMAN. I am waiting for Mr. Fulton’s answer.

Ms. Froistap. A word about exchanges. I think that. the power of
intelligent people to change the world is demonstrated every day
and pecple are influenced by interaction with each other and by
exchange of dialogue. Radio is by definition a one-way means of
communication, not two-way.

I believe that exchange is well-served and our public ¢ plomacy
is better served in the largest sense and in the long term by people-
to-people exchange. When I was a Peace Corps volunteer, I used to
listen to the news in special English.

Mr. BErMaN. The news in special English?

Ms. Froistap. Very slowly spoken. It was for people who were
learning English.

Mr. BErMaN. Mr. Fulton, you think tnhe President’s budget sub-
mission strikes exactly the right balance between——

Mr. Furton. Mr. Chairman, I couldn’t have said it better myself.
I think to pose the question is to assume that the answer is to
choose one or the other.

Mr. BERMAN. Are you suggesting we get it out of the defense
budget?

45
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Mr. Furron. I better stick with USIA. But within USIA, while I
am here today to speak of the bureau in which I work and have no
particular competence on the Voice, nonetheless, one recalls the re-
action of Havel when he first came to the United States about the
impact the Voice of America had on him.

One recalls the role Voice of America has played and continues
to play in China as it struggles to free itself.

So I think that a genuine case can be made, even by those who
feel passionate about the value of exchanges, for exchanging infor-
mation as well through the media that work best in a given coun-
try. In a closed society VOA is often the only means we have to
reach large numbers of people.

Mzr. BErMAN. It was pointed out to me, and I think it is good to
share this with everyone, the present fiscal year 1993 authorization
of USIA, of approximately $1.15 billion, the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs accounts for approximately $238 million of
that. Of the $238 million, Fulbright programs account for approxi-
mately $113 million and the International Visitor Program for ap-
proximately $45 million. But by far the preponderant share of the
USIA funds is on the broadcasting side.

Mr. Furron. I would add to that our activities overseas probably
are 50 percent in support of cultural affairs, and that part of the
budget is not carried under our bureau. So if you locked at all the
overseas activities, all of our cultural affairs officers——

Mr. BermaN. USIA Foreign Service?

Mr. Furron. That is right.

Mr. BermaN. Mr. Miller.

Mr. MiLLer. Well, I think this is good to get a frank discussion of
priorities. I think, Mr. Fulton, you made a good point, however,
that maybe individual exchanges are better when you can b~ve un-
limited exchanges, uncontrolled exchanges between free c.untries.

But I think in terms of bringing information to countries that
don’t want to engage in frez exchanges, I don’t see how you can
deny, one can deny the value of the Voice of America, or in the
past a Radio Free Europe, or in the future a Radio Free China.

But getting to some specific questions, I noticed in your state-
ment, Senator, you mention something that has troubled me, and
that is that if you look at the, I believe it is the student exchange
with Japan, I think you said 36,000 are going from Japan to the
United States, and is it 1,200, something like that, the other way?

Mr. FuLBriGHT. That is right.

Mr. MiLLer. I think that—I have run into that in my own area of
the country. I have seen a firsthand example of how this works.

How do we change that?

How do we get more—and this is addressed to anybody—how o
we get more Americans to go to Japan?

I will give you an example from my own area. I have a communi-
ty college, in Edmunds, Washington, and some Japanese business-
men said we would love to have you start a campus in Japan and
we will pay for the campus. So they did it. There are all these Jap-
anese students learning English.

I said to the head of the college, I have nothing against this, this
is wonderful, but why don’t you get these Japanese investors to
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fund a program in the United States where American students can
learn Japanese?

Everything in our whole educational relationship here seems to
promote disproportionately foreign understanding of our country
versus our country’s understanding of the other country. How do
we get a better balance here?

Mr. FurerigHT. I think that is the result of the old idea Ameri-
cans had that we were the best in the world and everybody ought
to come here and learn how we do things. It is just part of our con-
ceit.

It is time we got over it. It is time the United States acts like
other countries. We are normal people and we are not God and we
have to act like regular people and do things like other countries.

You are right; I think it is disgraceful that we have so few going
to Japan. Japan is extremely important. You know what has hap-
pened in our economy, what they have done to the automobile in-
dustry. They didn’t do it by force of arms. They did it because they
did a good job.

We have to learn to do the same thing in reverse. I think they
have given us a good example that we ought to imitate, it strikes
me.

Mr. MiLLER. Is there anything specifically that we could do in
this committee, legislation that would encourage more Americans
to go to certain areas?

Mr. FuLsriGHT. I think the exchange program is a good program.
We should encourage it. I have been out so long, I am not familiar
with what is really being done.

I am over the hill, as you well know. I came in the Senate 20
years ago, before any of you people did.

Mr. BermaN. Twenty years ago?

Mr. FuLsriGHT. I left it, I meant. Fifty years ago. I am over the
hill. T don't know enough about it to give you an intelligent answer
to this.

But I would like to see us increase our exchanges with Japan.
Now, I don’t know whether we make available the same amount of
money that they do. They have taken it very importantly.

Look at the situation after the war. They were down and out and
we were the big dog, you know. We invited them and we made
available the funds so that they could come here very, very reason-
ably, right after the war, and they took full advantage of it and we
just didn’t think we ought to—we had the attitude we couldn’t
learn anything from anybody, we already knew.

Mr. MrLLER. But you know today I think Americans recognize
that Japan is a world power——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Just recently, that is right.

Mr. MiLLEr. And yet—well, Mr. Fulton, Ms. Froistad, do you
have some suggestions on what can be done here?

Mr. FurtoN. I certainly share your concern and the Senator’s
concern. The imbalance is something that should concern us all.

I point out that most of this imbalance is due to funding from
private resources or resources other than the U.S. Government.
The Japanese Government has supported in a variety of ways these
students coming here.
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Mr. MiLLEr. So our funding is not imbalanced. We are offering
the same incentives for U.S. students to go abroad.

Mr. Furron. We have currently within the Fulbright exchange
program about the same number of American and foreign scholars,
about a thousand each way. On the student side, there is an imbal-
ance. There are more foreign students than American students, but
the total numbers are relatively small.

Even if we put them totally in balance, it won’t seriously address
this problem. The Fulbright program is supporting about 500
worldwide American graduate students abroad. So it wouldn’t
touch this balance.

There are a couple of things that might. The National Security
Scholarship Program, when it is up and running—that is not under
our administration, but that could touch on it. Nonetheless, it is
clear that other governments, including the Japanese Government,
have been much more aggressive than we have on this issue.

Ms Froistap. In terms of privately funded exchanges, we work
in the marketplace. As the Senator said, the prevailing attitude
had been that people should come here and lea.n from us and we
did not have that much to learn from others.

We have read the statistics about how poorly American students
score in terms of geography and understanding about world poli-
tics. When we in a market-based system, 80 percent of the students
choose to go to France, Germany or Spain because those with are
the countries they are familiar with, those are the languages they
study, those are the places they have seen or read about. People
are somewhat afraid of going to Japan because they are afraid they
will not be able to speak the language or be different. They don’t
see the natural relationship.

There needs to be more funding for exchanges that people don’t
choose to go to. I am not suggesting that you create another Con-
gress-Bundestag Program, because those are very small in terms of
their scope. This exchange program between the United States and
the Bundestag in Germany, which is one of the congressionally
mandated, I believe, exchange programs, is the largest youth ex-
change activity of USIA. I am not suggesting a particular program
is the answer.

The other is outside of this committee in promoting broader
international education, generally, and the third is getting third-
party funding. Funding is necessary. The most exchanges to Japan
and non-Western countries are funded either by corporations, and
largely, in the case of Japan, by Japanese corporations. The Japa-
nese pay for not only the students coming to the United States;
they are paying largely for American students going to Japan.

Mr. Furron. I note two programs the Japanese Government
sponsors, one that started several years ago in which they bring to
Japan recently graduated Americans to teach English in their
schools. They are doing that for obvious purposes, but of course it
gives those Americans cultural experience. There are hundreds in-
volved each year in that exchange.

Mr. MiLLER. Wouldn't it be great if we had a program to bring
Japanese here to teach Japanese in our schools?

Mr. FurrtoN. The Japanese are starting this year that program in
this country. They are sending Japanese here to teach Japanese in
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our schools and we are adding to that program a modest enhance-
ment to give some orientation to those people when they come
here; but it is primarily Japanese.

Mr. MiLLER. It sounds from some of your comments that another
thing we might do is to encourage Japanese language instruction
at the lower levels. There are more students familiar with the Jap-
anese language who will want to go there. That is a subject that I
think we could pursue.

I happen to have a bill on that. It is a complicated issue.

Ms. Froistap. I was reminded of the fact that the International
Exchange Association and the Liaison Group are right now in-
volved in a study of the U.S.-Japan exchange relationship. The re-
sults of that study will be available later this year. We would be
happy to share them with members of the committee and with
USIA.

Mr. Berman. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GiLman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to commend you for conducting this hearing.

Is there a proper coordination of all of these fractional programs
that we have out there and is there some way to avoid over-lan-
guage and to make certain that we are focusing in on the best and
getting them to the proper areas in the werld?

Does USIA act as a coordinator, Mr. Fulton?

Mr. Furton. We have by statute a coordinating role. One, howev-
er, coordinates but does not control appropriations given to other
hodies of the government. We believe, nonetheless, that there is
little overlap in the particular programs. We maintain good rela-
tions with our counterparts in State, AID, DOD, the National En-
dowment, the Department of Education to try to assure there is no
overlap.

Could there be a stronger coordinating role?

Yes, I think so.

Mr. GiLMAN. Is there any other group involved in coordination?

Mr. FurToN. Private organizations have a good bit of coordina-
tion among themselves and they can better speak to that. But
within the government, we are charged with that responsibility.

Mr. GiLMaN. Senator Fulbright, do you think we ought to be
doing more by way of coordination of these programs and keep
some sort of centralization?

Mr. FuLsriGHT. I would think it would be more efficient. I don’t
really know much about that. The only one I have tried to follow is
the Fulbright program itself.

I have been to a number of those meetings and they have a very
good board, distinguished citizens who oversee it here. I think it
functions quite well.

I am not familiar with the other coordination. I was a little sur-
prised today to hear about so many private nongovernment pro-
grams in this field. I don't know enough about them.
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Mr. GiLMaN. What is the total number of students involved in all
these programs?

Mr. FuLBriGHT. Americans going abroad, I think it is in the
neighborhood of 70,000.

Mr. GiLmMAN. Is that the total number in all these exchanges?

Mr. Furron. I will get you that number. The number that we di-
rectly support through grant from USIA, and I am not talking
about the other organizations we coordinate with, is relatively
modest.

{The publication Open Doors states that 70,727 American stu-
dents received academic credit from a U.S. accredited institution of
higher education after returning from a study abroad experience in
the 1989-90 academic year. Relevant pages from Open Doors are
bracketed and follow:]
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Part V: stupvasroap-cp. beces

{NTRODUCTION

While the Uniled Stales plays a key role ininlernalional
educalional exchange as ihe leading receiver country of
international sludenls worldwide, il is also becoming an
important sender nalion asincre asingly grealer numbers
ol American sludenis pursue education abroad. Betore
1986/87 no elfeclive dala colleclion strategy had been
developed 1o caplure the {ull piclure of study abroad by
American studenls. Inthe lale sixties and early seventies
HIE surveyed foreign institutions of higher educaton
duectly requesling information on numbers of American
sludents enrolled there. Due 1o the difficullies inherent en
this methodology, the response rate was very low and
this survey was abandoned.

In the late seventies and early eghtes IIE made
another attempt 1o collect informatisn on American siu-
denis sludying abroad. Underthismethodoleqy.the data
wiere obtained from direclors of unwersity-sponsored
sludy abroad programs. Although the data collecled
dunng these years were supernor lo those from the older
survey, they could not give an accuraie piclure of study
abroad, because they caplured only those enrolled in
programs organized by colleges and universidies in the
Unded Slales This, combined wilh a sleady decline in
the response raie. led 10 the decision 10 discontinue the
publication of Ihese dala in 1984/85

The only other source of information on student mobil-
ity from the United Siates 1o olher counines was the
Unesco Slatistica! Yearbook. This, however, reports only
onsluder ts enrolled in degree programs and, thus, does
nolinclude studenis in summer or semesier programs, a
targe component of the overseas U.S student popula-
tion.

TABLE 11,0

Study Abroad Survey: Response Rates,
1987/88-1989/90

1987/88

Rasponsas 1989/90

Institutlons

Surveyod

Respanding
Wih No Siudy Ab0ad Studeris
Wah Stugy Ateoad Studeris

Students Reported
—

TABLE11.1

Response Rate to Individual Varlables,
Study Abroad Survey, 1987/88-1989/90

198950

1987/88

Category Number | Parcant | Rumber |Parcont

Hos1 Courtyy 51.96% KR 60.549 856
Fio'd of Study 36 501 585 41.00 580
Acacemic [ evot 42,041 674 50014 w7
Goncer 411 60 48 957 692
Curaton of Sty 49938 831 61.001 €62

Tolal Responses 62,341 bd 70,727 -

In 1985/86, in response 10 considerable and growing
inlerest in U.S. higher education circles inthe magnilude
of sludy abroad aclivilies by Amencan siudents, IIE
undertook a new survey of siudy abroad flows. The
survey has been conducied bienmially since then, with
the 89/90 survey being the thwrd inthe series. The current
survey methodology olfersihe mosi comprehensive data
onamajor seclor of the siudy abroad population, and the
first comparative data for delermining palierns in the
evolution of study abroad.

While there are a large range ol "overseas cpportuni-
ties” in which Amencan college sludenis partcipale
(studyftravel lours, inlernships, practical training, eic.),
the study abroad survey conducied &y IIE {ocuses spe-
cifically on study abroad for academic credit. It is in-
tended 1o serve those who are involved in the planning of
eflicient use ol university and college resources, those
who design undergraduale curricula and overseas pro-
grams, andihose who need to know how many and winch
kinds of siudents are presenily, and in the lkely future.
oblaining a signilicant portion of their education al an
institution in a foreign country.

[ ThS sTudy abroad population in this survey has been
narrowly def.ned as only those studenis who received
academic credil from a U.S. accredied ir.st:lution of
higher educalion after they retumed from their study
abroad sludy experience It is nol a survey of sludy
abroad programs 1o determmine the numbers of students
enrolled in them and to oblain other information atout
them. (IIE's Academic Year Abroadand Vacation Study
Abroad provide detatled informalion on study programs
worldwide for U S students). The number of students

lih? receive academic credil is inevilably lov.er than the
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TABLE 11,2

Program Type of U.S. Study Abroad
Studrnts, 1987/88-1989/90

*s uf Study Abroad Students

Pragram Type 1907788 198390

Spensved Byt & Ingtion 8:9 6z
o eegt ErrgLr watin
Foregn 1 sutvn

e

TABLE 11.3

Host Reglon of U.S. Study Abroad
Students, 1987/88-1989/30

*» of Study Abeoad Students

198248 1989/90

v 13
€ 50
T G
G2 94
a7 >7
14 oo
te 19

i
i

2

_.L * 22

Slerty <t qo cdbread The frgures
e otore ve . wnsvahve piclure of

THE 1989/9C CURVEY

Aurveylonms wei sontto 1104 accredited nstitutions ol
+ uner educchon Thi. number . mulk smaller than the
nambrer of acr vals suveyed in i aet Bocause two
yoais” expesyt e tad prosen 'hel the Crgings usts ne
cudtd nany wech Rad <o sian, dbiuad siudents
T grefure NE 1alf in - asultat.es walk the Intermaunonal
saticn Da'., Cottection Comnup2 (IEDC) and with
3 Laslrators vath exgpertise in the held of study abroad.
teg Jlarge numberof schoois fromythe mailing list.
gsping ORiy Ww3e knewn 1o have study abroad Stu-
genls UDenmie. By owe ailt survey ali schoc's to see f
others should te 3d-4ud to the suney mai ng list.
Survey lorms werr sent (¢ accredited institutions of
mgher educaten shch had reported granting credt lo
sty lends for overseas tudyin either of the two previous
SUN Ly oL 29k KNCat1 10 have a study @boad program
trreughc g oty G wDraadCoordingtors mantained
ny CF g L4 publicatons on sludy abroad
aluwnte Tre agvave were addressed erther to con-

tacts established with the 1987/88 survey, of to contacts
used for other IIE study abroad related publications.

Woe were able to obtain information from 805 or 78%
of the 1,164 instituticns to whom we sentthe surveys, as
shown in Table 11.0. Of he responding institutions, 715
reporied having given credit for study abroad, while 190
reported having no study abroad activity for that year.
With 80°% of the respondents reporting study abroad
enrollments. thismailing fist includes most, if notall, of the
nght nsttutions, and 1s penodically reviewed by the
IEDC (A list of the institutions which responded to
the survey along with their study abroad totals ap-
pear in Appendix C.1.;.

Notallinsttutions that reported having given creditfor
study abroad 1n 1988/90 provided detailed information
about tha charactenstics of the students, as shown in
Table 11.1. The proportion ol schools that gave break-
downs for individual variables ranged from £8% for field
of study !0 BE% for duration of study.

OVERALL FINDINGS

The survey da‘a. presented in Table 11.0. show that a
total of 70,727 sludents receved acad¢mic credit for
studyin another country in 1989/90. 8,386 more thanthe
62.341 reporied in 1987/88 This represents a large
increase of 13.4%.

Of the 70,727 studenls who receved credit for study-
ng absuad in 1988790, 82.1% were enzclicd in programs
sponsured by U S. institutions of higher education and

| TABLE i1.4

Leading Host Countries of U.S, Study
Abroad Students, 1987/88-1989/90

%4 of Study Abroad Sludenis

Hos! Country 198788 1989/90

TS 89 270
1=« 1w 128
Suar re 04
" i as

e 5 50

Gerrany an 47
Auzta K 39
iseae 35 6
Japan ? 21
usse "3 9

[IRTPer) ‘e 16
. ye
vo 145
A3 (R
o6 10
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There is an exchange of 13,000 or 14,000 a year sponsored by
USIA which includes all exchange activity.

Mr. Griuman. Do all of these exchange programs touch base with
you at some time or do they just go their own way?

Is there any requirement that they fell under your scrutiny?

Mr. FurtoN. There is no requirement that private exchanges
touch base with us, with the exception of organizations that spon-
sor students under the J-1 visa program. They have to have certifi-
cation from us, but once they have that——

Mr. GiLMaN. What is the certification?

Mr. Furron. Mr. Mora should address that.

Mr. Mora. Representative Gilman, approximately 200,000 visi-
tors come to the United States annually under the J visa. Approxi-
mately 180,000 of them are J-1 principal visitors. The other 20,000
are dependents. These visitors are brought over by 1,200 sponsoring
organizations designated by USIA to act as exchange sponsors.

Mr. GiLmMaN. You approved 1,200 individual organizations?

Mr. Mora. Yes, sir. That is a blend of governmental, Federal,
State, local entities and private organizations.

Mr. GiLmaN. In order for people to get a J-1, do they have to go
through some process in your agency?

Mr. Mora. No, sir. Generally it is directly between the sponsor-
ing organization and the individual visitor. Ultimateiy, ihe visitor
presents a form provided by our agency through the sponsoring or-
ganization to the American consulate in the country of origin and
the consulate provides the J-1 visa to the visitors. So there is not
necessarily any direct contact with the agency in the transaction
which produces the J-1 visa. Of course, in some instances the
Agency itself is the direct sponsor of the visitor, as in the case of
the International Visitor Program. In such cases the Agency is di-
rectly involved in the process which produces the J visa.

Mr. GiLMaN. Then you are aware of every exchange student
through the visa program?

Mr. Mora. We are aware ultimately of the students through our
computerized data processing, through information provided to us
by Customs at ports of entry, and by information provided to us by
a sponsoring organization from time to time, including a year-end
report which indicates to us what the basic exchange activity has
been, the numbers, et cetera.

Mr. GiLMaN. If you were to see four or five agencies have been
working with an exchange program, say, with France. and you sce
there are no exchange programs in another country, do you try to
focus attention on that among the private organizatiors to get a
little better balance?

Mr. Mora. This is probably a question Mr. Fulton can address in
part. It is not as a function of the J-1 visa program. The J-1 visa
program is intended primarily to facilitate the activities.

Mr. GiLmaN. Does that indicate some shortcomings you subse-
quently try to correct?

Mr. Mora. I think the agency tries to look at the macro changes.
The agency takes a broader picture in the effectiveness of our pro-
grams,

Mr. GiLMaN. What do you do when you see that shortcoming?

S
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Mr. FuLTOoN. As we have no control and in fact would want no
control over the independent activities of the private organizations,
we don’t do anything. Regarding the programs that we directly
sponsor, we are quite aware that in the Third World where there
are fewer private exchange opportunities and we, with our own
program, have to try to compensate.

But in terms of the gross numbers, even if USIA shifted all its
resources to those countries, and we are exchanging something like
13,000 or 14,000 exchanges in a year, we would not drastically
change the 200,000 or 300,000 or 400,000 people who are moving
back and forth or who are present here in a given year.

Mr. GiLman. Well, do you try to encourage some programs to be
established in an area, say, where there is a vacuum and there ::
not a present program?

Mr. FurtoN. The most recent example, and this is one that origi-
nated last year in the Congress with a $7 million appropriation,
was to develop an exchange program for citizens of the former
Soviet Union. We moved into that quickly and will bring this fall
140 graduate students here to study law, business, economics and
public administration.

We take those opportunities when we have the resources to do it.
We do it vigorously and aggressively. There is not a great deal of
flexibility to respond overall to the magnitude of the problem that
we are all dizcussing,

Mr. GiLMAN. Are you involved with the Congress-Bundestag Pro-
gram at all?

Mr. Furron. Yes, sir. That is part of our appropriation. We ad-
minister them.

Mr. GiLMaN. I guestioned the program. It is established as the
Congress-Bundestag Program, but I don’t know if there is any con-
gressional involvement in that program. Do you know of any con-
gressional involvement?

Mr. FuLron. Well, we have a series of briefings when people first
arrive. The Congress-Bundestag Exchange Program has two compo-
nents. One is a youth exchange between us and German high
school students. The other is an exchange between U.S. congres-
sional stalf and the staff of the German Bundestag. I will provide
additional information for the record on the staff exchange.

[The information foliows:]

THe ConGRESS/BUNDESTAG STAFF EXCHANGE

The Congress,Bundestag Staff Exchange was initiated during the 1383 German-
American Tricentennial Celebration. This annual exchange program allows staff
mcmbers from the US, Congress and the German Bundestag/Bundesrat to visit
each other’s countries and to familiarize themselves with the roles of their counter-
parts in the legislative process. The 10-member German delegation, which is select-
ed by the German Bundestag, visits the United States under the auspices of USIA's
International Visitor Program. This 3-week visit generally takes place the last week
in J* e and the first 2 weeks in July. The visit of the German staffers follows a
similur exchange visit of 10 U.S. Congress staffers to Germany which is sponsored
by the Agency’s Office of Academic Programs. The 2-week visit of the American del-
egation gererally takes place 2 or 3 months prior to the Germans' visit to the
United States. Both sides contribute to the cost of this two-way exchange.

USIA's Office of International Visitors has been assisted for the past 6 years in
arranging the program for the German delegation by the Congressional Staff Group
on Germany, an informal group of congressional alumni of this exchange program.
The coordinator for the 1992 German visit was Mary Wakefield, Administrative As-

!
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sistant to Senator Quentin Burdick. She succeeded a member of Congressman Ralph
Regula’s staff, Connie Jones, who was program coordinator from 1988 through i991.
USIA is also assisted in developing the program each year by one of our cooperat-
ing, private sector program agencies. The program for the German group is a close
collaboration between USIA, the Hill and the private sector.

The purpose of the 3-week program—most of which is spent in Washington,
D.C.—is to give the German participants an in-depth look at the organization and
operations of the U.S. Congress. its place within the larger framework of the US.
Government, and various forces in both the public and private sectors that influence
the legislative process. Opportunities are also provided for the group to examire
various issues of mutual concern to both countries and to experience not only the
political, but the cultural and social life of the United States. This is accomplished
through discussions with Members of Congress, their personal and conumittee staffs
and staffers from the Congressional Research Service, officials in the executive and
judicial oranches, and lobbyists, journalists and other representatives of the private
sector. To learn about America beyond the beltway, the participants are hosted in
congressional districts where they view the organizstion of a district office and par-
ticipate in local festivities on the Fourth of July.

[Extract from the Congressional Record, June 30, 1992, S9194, fol-
lows:]

CoNGRESS/BUNDESTAG STAFy EXCHANGE

Mr. BurDick. Mr. President, this is the 10th year that the U.S. Congress and the
German Bundestag have had a staff exchange, and I would like to welcome 10 staff
people from the German Bundestag and Bundesrat who recently arrived in Wash-
ington, DC. The 1992 German delegation consists of Joerg Allkaemper, Rainer Dorn-
seifer, Walter Greite, Dr. Astrid Henke, Dr. Lothar Kolbe, Gabriele Lenz-Hrbek, Ute
Mueller, Wolfgang Mueller, Dr. Andreas Pinkwart, and Dr. Uwe Stehr. They will be
attending a wide range of meetings in the next 3 weeks as they study our system of
government,

Nine staff people from the United States House, Senate, and Congressional Re-
search Service recently spent 2 weeks in Germany studying their system. This
year's U.S. delegation attended briefings at the Chancellor’s Office, the Foreign
Ministry, the Economics Ministry and the Defense Ministry. They also met with
Georg-Berndt Oschatz, Secretary-General of the Bundesrat, and other high-level offi-
cials in both Eastern and Western Germany.

This exchange provides a valuable opportunity for staff people in the legislative
branches of two of the world’s leading democracies to compare hotes on topics rang-
ing from abortion to parliamentary procedure, from economic problems to German-
American cooperation. I would like to take this opportunity to commend the US.
Information Agency for this worthwhile program to improve understanding and re-
latiors between our two countries.

Mr. GiLMAN. It seems to me when you call it a Congress-Bundes-
tag Program, you would give Congress an opportunity to have some
input, for example, on recommending people to take part in it and
to have some sort of involvement with the Bundestag people who
come over.,

We established, as you are probably aware, the Korean-Congress
exchange program with interns during the summer months. There
the Members of Congress make a nomination. They go over and
work with the Korean parliamentarians in the summer and they
send over Korean students who work in our offices.

But I did not know of any real involvement in the Congress-Bun-
destag Program. You hold it out to be a congressional exchange. I
don't think it is much of an exchange, except they have one assem-
bly where some people come and talk to them. I urge you to take a
look at that. You might get Congress more involved.

I want to commend USIA for all you have done. I hope you co-
ordinate more and try to find areas where we might expand.
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You might go out to Paris where you may not have anyone out
in tee bores or something of that nature.

Mr. BerMaN. Thank you, Mr. Gilman. We do have a vote on.
There are some issues I wanted to raise, but the timing of this
transportation bill does not work out too well. I may file some
questions with you for the record in the context of figuring out
what to do.

All of you have been very helpful and have given life to these
programs for us.

I want to ask a narrow question, Mr. Fulton, perhaps to your
general counsel regarding the Beirut agreement. I managed to put
into the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, which is now law, a
section 207, to ensure that the educational certification and duty-
free treatment of audio and visual materials is done in a manner
that is consistent with the First Amendment.

In the most recent pleadings the U.S. Government filed in the
Bullfrog Film's case, you indicated the Executive Branch is consid-
ering whether or not the United States should withdraw from the
Beirut agreement. While the administration opposed my amend-
ment, neither in my hearings in the last Congress on this issue nor
in the President’s signing of the statement in the Reauthorization
Act was there any indication that were that amendment to become
law, as it did, that you would withdraw or even entertain the possi-
bility of withdrawing from the agreement.

I don’t see why an effort to have the administration exercise its
authority under the agreement in a manner that is consistent with
the Constitution of the United States, in other words not denying
or granting certification based on the content of the message, why
then is in any way inconsistent with the Beirut agreement overall.

I am wondering what the USIA’s position is on this.

Mr. Mora. Yes, sir. One point of clarification. In my testimony
before you on precisely that amendment, I conveyed the adminis-
tration’s opposition to the amendment because of the problematic
effect which the amendment would have on the treaty compliance.

Be that as it may, USIA has attempted, and we think, we believe
successfully, to harmonize your amendment with the treaty prov:-
sions and have drafted regulations to do so.

We have circulated those regulations within the administration
for discussion and debate. USIA has heard from the State Depart-
ment concerns about whether or not we have been successful in
reconciling the amendment with the treaty language.

The Justice Department raised concerns about whether or not we
would enter into impermissible content analysis of the sudio visual
material submitted for consideration to the agency. I have not yet
had the upportunity to see State's or Justice’s formal legal posi-
tions on this issue, so I regret I cannot give you a more detailed
answer to your concern. But I do want to assure you that USIA is
attempting in good faith to reconcile both the treaty and your
amendment and we think that we have managed to do so with our
draft regulatiorns.

Mr. BermaN. Let me say something at this point, particularly
that I want the administration to know, but before I cay this, let
me be sure I understand. You think that USIA has promulgated

(o
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appropriate regulations which can reconcile your obligations under
the Beirut agreement and section 207?

Mr. Mora. That is correct.

Mr. Berman. OK. It would be my intention, if the administration
decided to withdraw from the Beirut agreement, to introduce legis-
lation to provide for certification and reciprocal duty-free treat-
ment as a matter of U.S. law unilaterally and not conditioned on
whether or not we were part of this agreement or not.

I think this promotes an important public purpose, and we
should be doing this anyway, as we are doing under the agreement,
I don’t think it should be based on whether we like the message in
the educational materials or whether we don’t like it.

Mr. Moga. Yes, sir.

Mr. BerMaN. OK. Again to all the witnesses and particularly to
Senator Fulbright, I want to thank you very much for being with
us this afternoon and sharing your thoughts and your passtions for
these exck inge programs.

I do know one thing, a representative of the administration did
get a representative of the admiristration to indicate that at least
part of the reason that the Cold War ended and we had one is not
simply that we built M-X missiles, but that we also had some im-
portant programs involving exchanges and other things where the
American idea also won out.

Thank you. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]

Lore
ARy

IS




52

APPENDKX 1

July 8, 1992

The Honorable Howard Berman

Chair, Subcommittee on International Operations
House Foreign Affairs Committee

709 O’Neill House Office Building

wWashington, D.C. 20515-6133

Dear Representative Berman:

As the Subcommittee on International Operations considers the
academic and cultural exchange programs of the U.S. Information
Agency, I would like to bring to your attention the advantages of
the use of debt swaps to extend federal dollars spent for
international programs abroad.

Through the innovative exchange of international debt, scarce
dollar resources can be leveraged to increase the amount of local
currencies available for support of academic and cultural exchange
programs in the debtor countries.

As an example, the Debt-for-Development Initiative currently
implemented by the U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) has successfully leveraged a number of its grants by more
than 130 percent, thereby extending its resources for overseas
programs. This means that more than $32.8 million has been used
for debt transactions, resulting in about $42.5 million in
additional funds for oOverseas programs.

Many of the current programs of USIA could be similarly enhanced.
The Debt-for-Development Coalition, Inc., is a not-for-profit
organization which works with many exchange groups and especially
with colleges and universities, which support the concept of
allowing debt conversions for USIA programs. on behalf of these
groups, I offer the follewing short testimony to explain how debt
swaps could assist these eXxchanga programs.

Sincerely,

‘/}V/ //_I/- / 'A

. Jeohn B. Ross
" President
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within the past five years, a new mechanism called "debt
swaps" or debt conversions has increasingly been used in the
financial market to provide increased resources foOr overseas
educational, development and social programs in a number of debtor
countries. The United States Information Agency (USIA) in its role
as manager of an array of educational and cultural programs
overseas now has new opportunities to use this mechanism as a means
of leveraging its funds to receive maxiwum program benefit for
dollar expended.

Since the international debt crisis emerged this past decade,
a number of debtor countries have agreed to an array of options to
effect debt reduction. By permitting investors and non-government
organizations (NGOs) to convert dollars to local currency through
debt conversions, blocked currency transactions and other
mechanisms, these organizations benefit from preferential exchange
rates for certain approved programs.

Debt-for-nature and debt-for-development programs, often with
the use of federal funds, have increased the amount of local
currencies available for U.S. programs overseas in environmental or
development areas. Thisz concept 1is equally adaptable to
educational and cultural exchange programs.

¥hile debt conversion programs are not possible in all debtor
countries, opportunities are possible in many countries in which
USIA is active. For example, in April, 1992, Mexican government
officials indicated that more than $400 million in debt for
development conversions had been completed by NGOs. While current
debt conversion programs are possible now in some countries in
Latin America, Africa and in the Philippines. New possibilities in
Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet republics may opan
in the near future.

With the tight budget situation, debt conversion programs
offer one means of expanding overseas activities for USIA without
the cost of more dollars. It would allow the continuance of
exchange programs at current levels or the addition of new programs
without additional resources, by providing a means to increase
local currencies for in-country costs.

Debt swaps are possible because the debt of some developing
countries has little chance of being fully repaid, leaving its
value on the secondary market substantially lower than its nominal
face value. Under a debt conversion agreement, a non-government
organization (NGO) purchases a debtor country’e external debt at a
discount in the secondary market. The NGO then exchanges the debt
with the local government for local currency or other financial
instruments, thereby cancelling the debt. The proceeds are then
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used to fund the agreed upon educational or exchange project. The
terms and conditions of each debt conversion transaction will vary
depending upon the debtor country and market conditions.

In a number of debtor countries, debt~for-development
transactions currently are not possible. Potential reasons could
include a shortage of external commercial bank debt, restrictions
in bank creditor agreements or that debtor governments are
unwilling to approve debt conversions, often khecause of lack of
information on how to devise programs to meet their particular
economic and financial constraints. In these cases, other
financial transactions with similar benefits may be available.
These mechanisms are often called inconvertible or blocked currency
transactions. Blocked currency transactions are more commonly
used in African countries, where the major external debt is
government-to-government debt rather than private debt.

The recent history of débt swaps or debt-for-development
transactions has evolved significantly over the last couple of
years. Initially creditors expected to receive full payment on
theilr 1loans and were not interested in, any tools for debt
management that implicitly accepted that the debt was not worth
full face value. When creditors began to propese debt swaps,
debtor governments were somewhat negative in their responses.
Over time more governments have become more interested in using
this and other innovative mechanisms as options to deal with their
external debt servicing problenms. with a growing 1list of
successful transactions in a number of countries, policy makers and
financial technicians have developed more ways to tailor debt swaps
that are consistent with sound macro economic and financial
policies.

USAID DEBT~FOR-DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE OFFERS BUCCEBSFUL EXAMPLE

The first federal agency to use debt swaps is the U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID) which establishea its Debt-
for-Development Initiative in 1989. Under the guidelines
established by the agency, non-government organizations which
receive grants, or in some cases contracts, may leverage these
funds through a debt conversion where the proceeds are used to
support the local activities of the project. Projects approved
include environment, conservation, health, coastal management,
sustainable agriculture, education and training.

As of December, 1991, about $32.8 million of USA'D resources
have been used or negotiations are underway for debt transactions,
resulting in about $42.5 million in additional funds--an average of
about 130 percent additional funding. USAID has successfully
been involved in both debt-for-development and blocked currency
transactions in at least 18 countries.

Because some technical aspects of debt conversions often
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require long-term interest payments, it was determined that
legislative authorization would be required for USAID to use the
debt swap mechanism. Congress passed legislation in 1989 which
encourages USAID to use debt-for-development programs and which
waives requirements that the interest which accrues through this
mechanism must be returned to the U.S. Treasury.

As an exanmple of a debt-for-development program: The
University of Rhode Island, working under a USAID technical
assistance grant, purchased $400,000 face value of Ecuadorian debt
for $100,000 in June, 1991. The debt was converted by the
Ecuadorian government for $200,000 in local currency bonds to
support a collaborative coastal resource management project with
Fundacion Maldonado in Ecuador. As structured, the bonds with
interest will produce local currency equivalent to about $100, 000
the first year, and about $300,000 total over the life of the
project.

Obviously, debt conversions must be carefully structured
depending on the legal statutes and regulations of the country and
the financial and political risks involved, including concerns on
inflation, money supply and the fiscal budget. The secondary
market for international debt remains active, and technical
assistance and market analysis is available to help governments
develop useful programs.

USAID supports The Debt-tor-Development Coalition, Inc., (DDC)
a Washington-based not-for-profit organization which provides
technical assistance to NGOs interested in completing debt-for-
developmnent transactions. DDC provides general information
services regarding debt conversion opportunities to NGOs,
developing country governments, funding agencies and banks. It
maintains a current database in debt prices and currency exchange
rates in order to have up-to-date information on the potential
benefits of debt conversions. DDC has assisted numerous not-for-
profit organizations in successfully completing debt transactions.

POTENTIAL USES OF DEBT BWAPS FOR USIA EXCHANGE PROGRAMS

While USIA as a government agency can not directly use debt
conversions to fund its operational costs, if Congressional
authority similar to that provided USAID were approved, its U.S.
grantees, local collaborators or foundations could use its funding
from USIA for debt conversions in certain countries. Such
legislative provisions would pernit the agency flexibility in
deternining program opportunities and appropriate countries for
use.

The binational Fulbright Commissions offer an effective means
to focus debt swap programs on areas of high priority to both
governments. Debt conversions can extend dollars to increased
local currencies for in-country costs; however the use of debt
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conversions is not applicable for dollar costs involved in
programs.

In an effort to examine this process, DDC begin working with
the U.S.-Mexico Commission for Educational and Cultural Exchange in
1991 to develop an innovative mechanism to enhance educational
exchanges. DDC, in cooperation with the Mexico Commission,
established a Debt-for-Science, Technology and Human Resource
Development program. The U.S.-Mexico Fulbright Commission will
facilitate the program which will use funds from the private sector
to purchase debt. Under this program, U.S. universities will
invest in debt swaps to fund programs that will facilitate faculty,
researcher and student exchanges between U.S. and Mexican colleges
and universities. Early program approvals include programs in
health, agriculture, environment and education. Under the terms of
approval from the Government of Mexico, up to $10 million face
value of debt in par bonds may be converted at full face value for
these programs, with provisions to expand the program up to $100
million. DDC has completed the first transaction under this
agreement and others are expected.

Following vhe success of the Mexico Debt-for-Science,
Technology and Human Resource Development program, USIA should seek
to develop mechanisms that would facilitate the use of debt
conversions to extend their current programs. A number of programs
could be considered as appropriate for use, depending upon the in-
country costs and amount of local currencies needed, and the
availability of debt conversion programs.

The binational Fulbright Commissions and their varied programs
of fer an excellent forum to develop priorities of mutual interest
and a means to facilitate beneficial conversion terms. Debt-for-
Exchange mechanisms may offer an additional incentive in attracting
outside donors to support exchange activities. Grants to non-
government organizations, dinstitutional 1linkage programs or
exchange organizations could be directly leveraged through debt
exchanges in countries where debt conversions are possible.

USIA’s binational centers are independent institutions which
promote education activities in 100 countries, many of which may be
appropriate to consider debt conversion programs. English language
instruction programs which may have considerable local currency
costs could be extended through debt swaps.

International festival and cultural events, co-sponsored by
USIA and other private foundations, also could benefit from debt
conversion programs. Here, USIA could greatly assist as a
facilitator, in educating local and international funding
organizations about the additional benefits.
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i. OVERVIEW

Too few undergraduate students from the United States are currently going to Japan to study.
Virtually everyone concerned with Japan-U.S. relations and with sending U.S. students abroad to study
agrees about this. The relationship between the two countrics is arguably the most important bilateral
linkage in the world. The two countries arc incxtricably connccted cconomically. Progress on a whole
range of global issues requires cooperation between the United States and Japan. However, the cultures
of the two countries contrast dramatically in some respects, and the last few years have seen a troubling
paticrn of misunderstanding developing. Successful student exchanges between the U.S. and Japan can
play a fundamental role in strengthening understanding and cooperation between them. Yet, as the
following graph drawn from Institute of International Education data reveals, Japan lags far behind many

other major nations as a location for U.S. students’ academic study abroad. Perhaps more disturbing,

U.S. STUDENTS IN SELECTED COUNTRIES
(Source: (nstitute of Intemational Education)

KEY

% Japan

[l Germany

[] France

8 Wl united Kingdom

B wmeaxdco
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while study abroad in the U.K., France, Spain, and other nations has grown rapidly in recent years, study
abroad in Japan has only experienced marginal expansion. A longer term view of trends regarding U.S.
postsccondary students going to Japan can be scen from the next graph drawn from UNESCO data which
veveals slow, stcady growth through the 1980s. In actuality, neither the UNESCO data, which is based
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on host country govemment information and fails (0 U8, STUDENTS IN JAPAN

Japanesc language programs in Japan. However, for purposes of this report the data from cither source

~EBEBEBYBEE

“count many students not officially enrolled in
Japanesc universitics, nor the 1IE data, which is
based on U.S. college and university records of
credit awarded for study in Japan and does not count
noa-credit study, is a complete count of US.
students’ educational activitics in Japan. Both, for

cxample, probably do not include the substantial

§

number of students enrolled in pnvately-operated

is adequate. Even if twicc as many students from the United States are studying in Japan as cither
indicates, the number would stitl be 100 low.
Another indication of the problem is revealed in the next graph, also from UNESCO data, which

the number of US. students
compares the number o Students JAPAN-US. STUDENT EXGHANGES

going to Japan with the number of
Japancse students coming to the United
States for educational programs. As il
shows, there is a staggering disparity in
the numbers of students being exchanged
between the two countrics.  This graph,

however, docs not reveal lhe

extraordinary rccent  growth in  the

number of Japancse students coming to

the United States which the bottom graph on this page drawn from more recent 1IE data shows.

problem here is not, of course, that too many Japancse students arc coming to the United States.

problem is that too few students arc going from

the United Stales to Japan. JAPANESE STUDENTS IN U.S.
While the problem is clear, there is not (Sourca:11E)

general agreement on what steps can and should

be taken to increase study abroad in Japan. A

number of substantial barriers stand in the way of

doing so. This report attempts to begin the

process of developing an  action plan to

substantially increase the number of US.

58-670 O ~ 92 - 3
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undergraduates who paru‘cipziu: in sludy abroad programs in Japan. Before going into this, however, some

discussion is nceded about the Liaison Group's overall initiative regarding Japan-U.S. exchanges and about
the activitics undertaken to develop this set of recommendations lo CULCON.

Ii. THE UAISON GROUP'S JAPAN PROJECT

The issuc of increasing U.S. undergraduate study inJapan is one bl the most important dimensions
of a comprehensive cffort the Liaison Group is underaking, together with the International Exchange
Association (IEA), a coalition made up of U.S. youth and citizen exchange organizations, to strengthen
educational and cultural exchanges between the United States and Japan. The IEA/Liaison Group project
began with a visit to Japan by a joint delegation in July of 1991. This delegation, invited and hosted by
the Tokyo office of the Asia Foundation and a group of Japanese cxchange organizations, was made up
of Richard J. Deasy, Chairman of the Liaison Group and President of the National Council for
Inlernational Visitors: Car A. Herrin, Execulive Director of the Intcrnational Exchange Association:
Norman J. Peicrson, Excculive Secretary of the Liaison Group; and William M. Woessner, Chairman of
the Intcrnational Exchange Association and President of Youth for Understanding. The two organizations
have formed a joint working group on U.S.-Japan exchanges and are undertaking a comprehensive survey
of 1).5.-Japan exchanges which will be released fater this year. The Liaison Group has commissioned the
Institute of Intcrnational Education 10 conduct a survey of selcetcd U.S. colleges and universitics regarding
trends relating to study 1n Japan as a part of the overall cffort. This forthcoming sutvey report will
include findings and recommendations (rom the joint working group on strengthcning cxchanges al all
levels, and will provide an important tool to policy-makers in both countries in identifying problcms and
gaps in people-to-people cxchanges. Through the survey project, the IEA and the Liaison Group hope
also to provide a new basis for communication and cooperation between the international exchange
communitics in thc United States and Japan. The Liaison Group is grateful for thc cncouragement and
support of thc Asia Foundation and the Japan-United States Friendship Commission (JUSFC) in this

overall effort to strengihen exchanges between the two nations.

1li. REPORT METHODOLOGY

This report lo CULCON has been prepared at CULCON's request to provide recommendations
aimcd at increasing the number of U.S. undergraduates who go to Japan to study. Exploring issucs
concerning the cxpansion of the numbcer of U.S. undergraduates going to Japan was a major subject of
investigation during the JEA/Liaison Group visit to Japan discussed above, and was the subject of a special

meeting arranged by Jerry Inman, Asia Foundation Tokyo Representative, held at International House in
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Tokyo on July 9, 1991. In order to develop a hroader U.S. perspeetive on these issucs, a focus group
discussion on expanding undergraduate programs in Japan was organized by John Skillman of the Council
on Intemational Educational Exchange (CIEE) during the Council’s Annual Mccting in Boulder, Colorado
in November of 1991, This report is bascd on these discussions as well as additional rescarch by the
authors. As discussed above, the IEA/Liaison Group survey project is still in the preliminary swages, and
the final survey report will include the findings of a joint working group of U.S. cxchange lcaders
regarding strengthening U.S.-Japan exchanges at all levcls. This report will be considered by the joint

working group as it frames thesc overall recommendations.

V. THE PARAMETERS OF GROWTH

Expansion of study abroad to any nation dcpends upon several fundamental fa.tors. These
include: student proficiency in the language of the country; access 1o cducational institutions or non-
institutionally ba:.cd study programs in the host country; the appropriatencss and desirability of current
study opportunitics in the country; the availability of human and other resources in the host country
needed to expand study opportunitics; cost of study programs in the country and funding sources 10 meet
these costs; encouragement from homc country faculty rcgarding study in the countrv, students’
perccptions of the way study in the country could benefit them in the future; cxpertise of administrative
officials in both the home country and the host country regarding issucs rclating 1o exchanges; and the
reports and encouragement of returning students.

The authors have found that substantial constraints in most of these arcas stand in the way of
cxpanding the number of U.S. students going 10 Japan. Success in cxpanding study abroad to Japan will
requirc substantial efforts relating to scveral of these constraining factors. Successfully addressing onc
or two of these constraining factors will probably have relatively litle impact.  Only an cffort which
aticnipls to overcomce barviers affecting all the parmmeters that determine the flow of students will be
successful in substantially cxpanding the number of students going to Japan for study

Even such a comprehensive cffort will not result in increasing the numher o students going to
Japan to approach cither the number of U.S. students going to the n,ost popular study destinations, such
as the United Kingdom, or the number of Japancse students now coming to the United States, at 1cast 1n
the short to mid-term.  Unrealiste and unatizinable goals should not be set.

However, there arc reasons to be optimistic about the possibility of expanding the number of U.S.

students studying in Japan. Most importantly, there is an cxtraordinary opportunity to take advantage of

a very large surge in Japanesc language study at both the sccondary and post-sccondary levels in the
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Gty anch, dunstqiicut ~cutions of s report deal with several of the specific paramicters which will
detenmitic he future of study shroad in Japan by 11.S. undergraduates.

Vi Drings us Lo the {irst of a senes of recommendations included i tlus report.

f Rocormm cidatior: ]

} - CULOON should adopt a challenging but attainable goal for expansion of study in Japan
by undergraduates from the United States, A reasoaable goal for consldsration might be f0
excesd 3,043 by the yaar 2000, This goal shouid bo sndorsed by bath the Jepanose

i aoverament and the United Stales government B

¥. EXPAMDING STUDY OF JAPANESE IN THE U.S.

One of the fundamental naditional limiwstens on the number of U.S. students going to Jepan to
st 18 the very low number of rwdents who know Tapanese.  Undil recently, few U.S. colleges and
unver 2 es and virtually no lugh schools offered lapanese language courses 1o students. Among the very
sl cohent of students who studied Japanese, almost none had sufficient proficiency to undertake study
O lpanese Guversiies

This situation 1s changing tapudly - A boom in the study of Japancse is taking place in both

secondany ang post-seeondary level institutons in

QRONTHIN UNIV‘ERS"Y FORE)GN LANQUAQE ENROLLMENT
100%
s dwri epettaiily for tipasding, the sumber 0%

e Uniet Siates today, providing 3 very

ot students who endettake study n Japan ~- if
et ohstach < ap the way are emoved. Al the

Prosvuicglate vl schools offering Japanese

; .
tave mereased in the last frive years from 1 i ’ :_/ _///‘—_
S TR Vi 74

" Geman  Jeenms  Fuasn

anproxireiziy 2K o more than 860, according v
e receotly rldeased report, Japanese Language

Iistre son in the_Eniced States: Resources, Practice, and jnvestaient Strategy, by the National Foreign

tanguage Center supponcd by a Japan-U.S. Frendship Commission grant. At the post-secondary level
eieatly encouraging develapments are apparent, as indicated in the above graph which compares growth
~coticge ad wmversity course enrollments in selected foreign languages between 1986 and 1990 as
reporteo by the Meden Language Association. Alihough Japancse 1s still not widely studied, as the nest
stupin Sow g i 3t enroliniem nanbers indicates, there 1s an exiraordinary wppostunity 1o exprnd stugy
Wi e g on e growth of tie study ol Japanese i the Laited States.

st cv amposant ¢t cdfors © expand study in Japan Build upon ts new base of iterest

spere none Japanese fanguage Thee s oow v US, collegs anad smveraues a much larger




cohort of polential pasticipants in studv abroad  {NrYERSITY FOREIGN LANGUAGE GHPGLLIPEIN S
programs in Japan. Mtis in relaton to this group

. - s «T¥
of rew swdeats of Japanese that e ceffort to .000 ¢~ -— - - - 57 KPAHSH

cxpznd study in Japan will cither succeed or fail,

Scverat sieps need to be taken with regard 1o this H N o - _.ﬁm LaPINET T
group of studeas.  They need 1o be better RSO
understoad. 1t is imporiant fot 1o be unrcalistc

about the languzge skidls of this group; few have

the proficicncy levels needed 1o entoll directly 1n

Tapanese universttics, although the number of U.S. students able o succeed in diect younee'~ o
~~rams will be increasing. At any raie, programs need to be adapied or infuaied 10 mest - peeds -
this nzw, expanded group of Japanese language studenmts. For exampic, accord:mg 10 the NFLC stedy ere b
ahcwve, 3266 of Japancse language students repont that their most imporiant interest in Japn refures o
business and H8% expect i be employed in business. While several exisang stedy program.: in Japan do
allow studeRis 1 pumsuc sume courses 1n business, few provide the Kinu of fucus on bustiess many of
these students may be seckisg. Study in Japan programs shiouid also be adupted to furdier the ¢ e of
interest tn Japanese.  For example, the NFLC study pornts gut that maky studenrts of Saeanmta il
probably not continuc with Japanese beyond the (irst year. This is likely the cace hot el 2y ohoowd
known 10 be the most powerful mechanism avatlable to build both real language wos ipetess « end susiainey
interest in the langeage and culture. Perhaps summer., semester, o1 academic yeai vudy programs conld
be developed specifically for studeni at this level to help them “over the ump™ 1o real cor prtency and
enduring interest in Japancse. In this regard, the lack of development of the ficld of tracmng Jarncee
s a second language 1o Japsn 1o provide instruction such as this 18 & major limitation whick needs (0 o
addressed. Several steps, therefore. should be tken with respect 1o the new interest in Japauese farruage

study in the United States.

Recommendations:

- Research activities should be undertaken to better understand the skills nd interests of
the new, expanded poct of Japanese language students in the United Statas, and studs
programs In Japan should be adapted to meet thair needs.

+ Students In Japanese language courses and thelr parents should be reached as early as
possible, preferably during high school, ebout the value of study In Japan and opporiunities
available through publications and other outreach activities.

» The field ot leaching Japanose as a second language in Japean needs 1o be strengthened.
- Efforts should be made to support Japanase language study at alf levels of U.S, education
to ensure that recent gains are ot lost, and student language proficiency is as high as
possible.
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Vi. ACCESS TO INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS IN JAPAN

Access to cducational institutions in Japan or to cducational progsams that are not institutionally-
bascd is a major barrier to expansion of U.S. study abroad programs. In this regard, scveral problems
have emerged during examination of thesc issues. Unless substantial breakthroughs take place in
providing nuw access points to study in Japan, the number of undergraduate students going to Japan
probably cannot expand significantly.

Fitst. the major public univer. itics of Japan remain essentially inaccessible to undergraduate
siudents trom thie Unted States. These institutions have traditionally been unwilling to open their facilitics
1o groups f U.S. swdents on programs organized by U.S. institutions, and only a few U.S. students per
year have been able to successfully enter these institutions through diseet enrollment given the minimal
support services the Japanese national universitics have offered to assist such forcign students who are not
natve Japanesc language students. There is a growing level of frustration among educators in the United
States, particalatly thosc at najor public universities enrolling latge numbers of Japancse students, that
Japancse public universities are not providing such cducational opportunitics for U.S. students. These
critics point out that the publie universitics of the United Suates are subsidizing the educational programs
of many thausands of Japanese students annually, amounting © miflions of dollars per year. In order 1o
allow Japanese or other forcign students to succeed in U.S. universities, special supplementary English
as a sccond language progzams, forcign student advising, and other scrvices have been developed. These

educators arguc that Jag public universitics should take some of thesc steps in order to provide access

to students from the United States, and they should be more receptive to hosting study programs organized
by U.S. institutions.

Programs for U.S. students have, of course, been developed by several private Japancse

institutions, wcluding Inicmational Christian University, Kansai University of Forcign Studics, Keio
University, Nanzan University, Sophia University, and Wasceda University and these have been extremely
successful - Although these programs should be expanded to the extent possible, the potential for doing
50 may be limited. As noted above, to maximize this potential, these programs should take steps to
understand and adapt themsclves to the needs of the changing pool of Japanesc language students in the
United States dircussed above (c.g. the strong business interests of these students). A JUSFC study is
currently underway in Japan regarding ways current study programs can be cxpanded, and it will attempt
to cstablish the basis for increasing these opportunitics.  However, constraints these programs face in
finding teachers who arc able to teach Japancse as a sccond language, in recruiting Japanesc faculty
members able and willing to teach in English in these special programs for U.S. students, and in

identifying Japanesc host familics or other housing options for students mean that their potential for
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growth 1s very limited. This is confirmed by a new survey of institutions in Japan by the Japan-United
States Educational Comnussion relcased in February, 1992, which indicates that resource 1ssues will inhibit
a major cxpansion of these programs even though many of the institutions in Japan would like to expand.

It would be desirable to establish new programs outside of Tokyo and Kyoto. A broadcr
distribution of study opportunitics for U.S. studenis outside of the two major cities could substantiaily
address the resource limitations discussed above and promote betier language and cultural leaming by
students.

Innovative new approaches to providing appropriate cducational opportunities for U.S. students
arc clearly nceded. Ways need to be developed to tap new pools of potential faculty members for such
programs. For cxample, there is a very large and growing pool of Japanese graduates of educational
institutions in the United States who presumably have strong English language skills and are familiar with
U.S. higher cducation. Perhaps some individuals in this growing group of U.S. alumni could be utilized
as instructors for U.S. study abroad programs. Similarly, innovauve approaches are nceded to decal with
the very difficult shorage of appropnate housing for U.S. students. Encouragement for such innovations
is needed from both the Japanese and the U.S. side. Funds must be found to assist promising innovations
in getting off the ground. Perhaps the newly created National Security Education Program in the United
States (discussed below) can be of assistance in this regard through the authority Congress has given it
to strengthen the intemational education programs of U.S. colleges and universitics. Proposals now under
considcration by the United States Congress as part of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act
to permit the Department of Education 10 suppont the development of new study abroad programs by U.S.

postsecondary cducation institutions can perhaps also assist this cffort if they are enacted and funded.

However, CULCON should strongly encourage other funding sourccs to support model study programs

in Japan which offer the potential to overcome these resource limitations.

Recommendations:
= Strongly encourage public universities in Japan and govemment agencles responsib'e for
them to provide accegsible educationsi opportunities for students fom tho Unitelf States, -

- Support should be given for expansion of existing, raditional siudy in Japan program
the extent possible, although they should consider adaptations noedad tomeet US.,
studont and institution neods for increased businous shidy, -
- Expdnd institutions oflering programs beyond hosé in the Tokyo md Kycio areas,
- Funding and othér support should be given fot the development of hnovatlye
program spproaches for U.5. students which overcoms teaching, houdng, and
resourcs limitations in Japan.

<
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VIl. PROGRAM COST AND FINANCING

Given the extraordinarily high cost of living in Japan today, financing study abroad programs is
bound to be a major chalienge. Studying in Japan costs significantly more than virtually any study abroad
programs in other countrics. Coupled with the high cost of trans-Pacific air travel, total costs to study in
Japan climb cven higher. The cost factor is particularly limiting for students attending public institutions
in the United States as documcnted by Susan McLaughlin's 1989 Social Scicnce Research
Council/Amcrican Council of Learned Socictics study of U.S. study abioad programs. Ncw sources of
financial support must be brought on linc 10 finance programs in Japan if additional U.S. students arc to
study in Japan.

Somc additional support may be forthcoming from the U.S. tide. The ncwly cracted National
Security Education Act, sponsored by Scnator David Boren of Oklaho, 13 and signed by President Bush
in December of 1991, offers onc substantial new source of support. Onc .ajor focus of the new program
is 1o provide scholarships for U.S. undergraduate students to study in crttical countries — defined as those
1o whic™ fcw students are currently going. The adminssirators of the program have cxpressed a strong
intercst in supporting study in Japan. It will be important for CULCON and others intcrested in study in
Japan 1o work closcly with the National Sccurity Education Program in dcvcloping its scholarship
activitics 1o ensure that funds are invested most productively. However, NSEP is only a partial answer
to funding an expansion of U.S. students 1o Japan. The total level of study abroad scholarship funding
to be provided by NSEP when it becomes fully operational is uncertain at this time, but it will probably
not cxceed $12 million per year and it could be far less than this. Only a fractiou of this will be invested
for study in Japan. NSEP can providc a significant, but limited, means to finance cxpansion of
undergraduate study in Japan.

Another promusing mcans of financing study in Japan s coming tnrough changes the Congress
is making o student federal financial assisiance programs (c.g- Pell grants, Perkins and Stafford loans,
collcge work-study, ctc.) through the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. This legislation, which
shoutd be finalized and sent to the President for signaturc this spring, will include significant changes in
the laws governing these financial aid programs to allow morc students to study abroad who are dependent
on and cligible for these funds. For example, these changes will probably clarify that institutional
financial aid admimstrators can provide aid 10 students going to Japan based on the budget for the study

abroad program rather than the budgct for study on the student’s home campus. Under current program

guidelines many institutions arc unwilling to do this. This step, onc of many included in the pending

legislation, should provide considcrable help to students at public mstitutions in meeting the substantial

additional costs of study in Japan. Making fullest use of these statutory changes will requirc working
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carclully with the Depaniment of Educalion as 1t revises segulauons covenng fi ial atd. This is
y X g

cricouraging but it too has its limitations. Federal financial aid programs arc only available 10 the neediest
students, and students from muddle 1o upper-mid-dle class familics, who wouid have great difficulty
meeting the cost of study in Japan, are not cligible 1o receive then. Funhennore, even though students”’
financial aid budgets can include the additional costs of study abroad, it docs not necessarily mean that
funds will be available in the programs to meet all budgeted costs.

It is also encouraging tat the Japanese govemment has recently begun to allow Japanesce national
universitics (0 enter into no-fec one-10-one student ¢xchanges with institutions 1n the United States. This
is an cxtremely imponant development, since such agrecments cnable U.S. students to study in Japan for
csscntially the same cost 2s continuing to study on tieir home campus, plus the additional cost of travel
and some small funds to mect the higher cost of incidental cxpenses. These exchange armrangements can
be an important means o increase the number of students (rom U.S. public institutions studying in Japan.
Such one-to-onc recipiocal cxchange agreements should be strongly cncouraged and the Japanese
govemment should be commended for supporting them.

Clearly, howcver, additional funding sources beyond these, such as the new Fund for Global
Partnerships, are needed if there is 10 be a substantial increase in the number of U.S. students able 1o study
in Japan.

Scveral acuons are, thercfore, needed to proviae financing for study in Japan.

Rocommeridations:

» Work closely with the newty created National Securily Education Program 1o espand U, S
scholarship assistance to students for study in Japan.

- Ensure that panding congressional changes in laws governing use of Department of -
Education firandial ald programs for study abroad are fully impismented.

» Encourage further development of one-to-one reciprocal student exchange agresments
with U.S. Institutions.

+ Call for other funding sources to suppert U.S. undergraduate student study in Japan,
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Vill. INCREASING PROFESSIONAL AND FACULTY EXPERTISE

Although there is 2 nucleus of cxpertisc about study in Japan among professionals in the United

States, study abroad professmnals in the U.S. generally lack the requisiie knowledge regarding study

abroad and exchange programs with Japan. Most do not have dircct expericnce in Japan, and have little
cxpericnce working with Japanese institutions. Few opportunitics exist for U.S. study abroad profcssionals
to develop this expertise about Japan. It s, therefore. difficult for them to effectively advise students who
want 1o study in Japan, and they do not knnw hnw to ge about devcloping cxchange agreements with
Japanese institutions or study abroad programs. Since sututions in the two countnies arc structured and
administered in substntially different ways, administrators in both countries have difficulty identifying
appropriate exchange counterparts in the nther country or know hnw 10 go about establishing new linkages.
A resource guide on sctung up student exchange linkages with Japan could be very helpful to many
professionals who lack in-depth expenence working with Japanesc institutions.  This guide should also
provide informatnn nn the kinds of onentatinn programs which are needed to prepare U.S. students for
study in Japan.

Sim#arly, although Fulbright and nther fcliowstup npportunitses have provided cxposurc lo
academic Institutions 1n Japan o a faurly large group nf U.S. faculty. there nced to be more ways in which
U.S. faculty can lcarn about the educational opportunities available to their students in Japan. Toward this
cnd, short-tierm programs for U.S. faculty to visit Japan, such as those provided 1o other countrics by the
Council on International Educational Exchange through its Faculty Development Seminars could be very
usclul.

Several uscful steps can be taken in thes area to facilitate an expansion of undergraduate programs

n Japan.

Recommendations:
+ Promote opportunities for exchange program profossionals in the Linlied States o dowlop
expertiss about study In Japan, and for exchange program professicnals in both ownmc
o adminiater exchanges between them.

- Develop & guide for U.S. excharige professionals on estabiishing linkages with .hpanm
nstitutions.

« Esiablish a contral ciearing house with n data base on instilutions in boﬁ oountries
Intorested In exchanges.

« Provide apportunities for U.S. faculty to learn about study op;oriuniies in Japen through
short-term iraining programs.
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X IMMIGRATION PROBLEMS

U.S. institutions have expefienced scrious problems in obtaining visas for students going to Japan,

They report a lack of uniform procedurcs. These problems have been particularly acute in obtaining visas
for students participating in internship and training exchange activitics and f~r students sceking visas 10
cenroll in U.S. university branch campuses in Japan. For example, under current Japanese immigration law,
trainces are only allowed il they are part of an "approved” program or if thcy come from developing
countrics. As a result, U.S. participants on the IAESTE program (an approved program) arc allowed 10
cnter Japan but other participants must go through a much more complicated and costlier process if they
arc allowed to enter at all. The ambiguities that exist in this and other areas of Japanese immigration law
serve to inhibit exchanges between the U.S. and Japan. Other unique requircments imposed by Japan,
such as the need {or centain students to obtain a Japanese guarantor to get a visa, also causc substantial

administrative problems for institutions wanting to expand study in Japan.

Recommendation:
» Seek resolution with the Japaness government regarding technical immigration problems
which inhiiblt U.S. sludents obtaining visas for study or training in Japan.




X. TOWARD AN ACTION PLAN

From the abovc analysis of thc parameters affecting the cxpansion of study in Japan by U.S.
undergraduates, the following recommendations for action have emerged for consideration by CULCON,
the U.S. and Japanese government, and cducational i »ns and organizations in both i

» CULCON should adopt a challenging but attainablc goal for expansion of study in Japan by
undergraduates from the United States. A reasonablc goal for consideration might be to
cxceed 5,000 by the ycar 2000. This goal should be cndorsed by both the Japancse
government and the United States government.

- Research activitics should be underiaken to better understand the skills and intcrests of the new,
cxpanded pool of Japancse lunguage students in the United States, and study programs in
Japan should be adapled to mect their needs.

« Studcnts in Japanesc language courses and their parcnts should be reached as carly as possible,
preferably during high school, about thc valuc of study in Japan and opportunitics
available through publications and other outrcach activitics.

+ The field of teaching Japanesc as a second language in Japan nccds to be sirengthened.

+ Efforts should be madc to support Japanesc language study at all levels of U.S. cducation to
cnsurc that recent gains are not lost, and student language proficiency is as high as
possible.

- Strongly cncouragc public universitics in Japan and government agencics responsible for them
to providc accessible cducational opportunitics for students from the United States.

- Support should be given for cxpansion of cxisting, traditional study in Japan programs to the
cxient possibie, although they should consider adaprations needed to mect U.S. student
and institution nceds for increased business study.

- Expand institutions offcnng programs beyond those in the Tokyo and Kyoto areas.

- Funding and other support should be given for the development of innovative new program
approaches for U.S. students which overcome tcaching, housing, and other resource
limitations in Japan

+ Work closely with the newly created National Security Education Program 1o cxpand U.S.
scholarship assistance (o students for study in Japan.

+ Ensure that pending congressional changes in laws governing usc of Department of Education
financial aid programs for study abroad are fully implemcenicd.

- Encourage further development of onc-1o-onc reciprocal student cxchange agreements with U.S.
institutions.

+ Call for othcr funding sources to support U.S. undcrgraduate student study in Japan.

+ Promote opportunilics for cxchange program piofcssionals in the United States to develop
cxpertise about study in Japan, and for cxcnange programn professionals in both countrics
1o adminsicr cxchanges between them.

+ Develop a guide for U.S. cxchange professionals on cstablishing linkages with Japancse
institutions.

- Establish a central clearing house with a data basc on institutions in both countnies interested in
cxcnanges.

- Provide opporwnities for U.S. facully to lcam about study opportunitics 1n Japan threugh short-
tcm trimng programs.

+ Seek resolution with the Japancse govemment regarding technical immigration problems which
inhibit U.S. studcnts obtaining visas for study or training in Japan.
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APPENDIX 3

ANSHERS TO QUESTIONS BY U.S. INFORMATION AGERCY

FOR THEL HEARING RECORD

NEW INITIATIVES

HAS USIA TAKEN NEW INITIATIVES TO ESTABLISH PROGRAMS
NOT MANDATED BY LEGISLATION BUT INTENDED TO ADDRESS
PERCEIVED NEW NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES?

The flexikility and adaptability of our "“core"
exchange programs have permitted us to undertake
significant new initiatives without additional
legislative authority.

We have already established full, binational Fulbright
Commissions, the hallmark of mature bilateral academic
exchange relationships, in Hungary and

Czechoslovakia. Negotiations for Commissions in
Bulgaria and Romania are near completion, and the
existing Fulbright Office in Poland is about to be
upgraded to a full Commission. Discussions are
underway on the establishment of a Commission in
Russia. Such Commissions are important because they
establish a mechanism for jointly determining
objectives for the program that serve the interests of
both countries. Moreover, they engage educators,
academic administrators, and government officials in a
selection process for awards based solely on academic
merit.

New Commissions have also been established recently in
Canada and Mexico, and talks are scheduled for
September on North American cooperation in higher
education.

Under the International Visitor Program, USIA has
organized programs focusing on issues of particular
importance at this time. For the former states of the
Soviet Union, for example, we are organizing programs
this year on:

"Running a Local Government"

"U.S. Fiscal and Monetary Policy"

"U.s. Defense Industry Conversion"
“Church and State, Church and Community"®
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wEnvironmental Protection in the U.S."
"print Journalism in the United States"
"Teaching English as a Foreign Language"
"Rule of Law: Business Law and Regulation®

In addition to programs in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union and in North America, we have been
able to undertake modest initiatives elsewhere within
our basic program authorities. We have established a
Fulbright Commission in Indonesia, and are nearing
agreement on a Commission in Jordan. Through the
Fulbright Program, we have supported the Amazon Basin
Environment Research and Study Program. We have
established modest Fulbright and International Visitor
Programs directed at issues surrounding the
integration of Europe. We have expanded programming
in the Islamic countries of Africa and Asia. And,
operating under our basic authorities with funding
from USAID, we have supported the transition to
representative government in South Africa and to
civilian rule in Nigeria.
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NEW PROGRAMS IN THE FUTURE

WHAT NEW PROGRAMS OR TYPES OF PROGRAMS WOULD YOU LIKE
TO SEE IN THE FUTURE, AND WHAT COULD CONGRESS DO TO
HELP WITH FUNDING OR LEGAL AUTHORITIES?

As discussed previously, USIA‘s broad legislative
authority for conducting exchange-of-persons programs
has generally permitted us to meet new needs as they
arise to the extent resources permit.

our ability to make decisions that would best serve
changing objectives is constrained by our inability to
redirect resources among some exchange programs or the
administrative support necessary to administer them.
For example, the appropriation of funds for youth
exchange programs, and support and advising for
foreign students in the U.S. under non-USIA auspices
is separate from funds for most other exchange
programs. USIA is currently considering whether
mocdest changes to the current arrangement would be
helpful in permitting a more rational, timely response
to changing needs.

The one specific area where new legislative authority
would be helpful is with summer work/travel. As
indicated in the response to a separate question, we
do not believe we have the legislative authority to
conduct this program, but are of the opinion that--as
a policy matter--these valuable and successful
exchanges should be continued within the Exchange
Visitor Program umbrella. Enabling legislation to do
so will be part of the Agency’s FY 94-95 legislative
package.
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"HOW TO" PROGRAMS

USIA’S TESTIMONY REFERS TO THE SIGNIFICANT SHIFT TO
"HOW TO" PROGRAMS. IS THIS AN APPROPRIATE MISSION FOR
USIA, OR SHOULD THESE TYPES OF PROGRAMS BE LEFT TO
AID, THE PEACE CORPS, OR TO THE DEPARTMENTS WHOSE
SPECTALIZED MISSION CORRESPONDS TO THE SUBJECT OF THE
“HOW TO PROGRAM"?

USIA's particular area of expertise, developed through
many years of administering exchange programs, is in
providing opportunities for sustained contacts between
the leaders and potential leaders of other countries
and their American counterparts. Often the substance
of such contacts is in broadly defined areas of the
social sciences and humanities, particularly in
programs with long-term objectives like the Fulbright
Program. During the past few years, this expertise
has addressed the need expressed by the new leadership
of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union for
contacts in fields that will help them understand how
our own society operates in areas such as rational,
state and local government; market economics and
business; legal systems; university administration;
and information management. ©Cur role and expertise
lie not in the specific content of the information,
but in our ability te establish and support
connections througn which the information can be
conveyed.

Other government agencies, USAID foremost among them,
have turned to USIA for assistance in administering
projects that would benefit from USIA’s unique
expertise, even though funds were appropriated
elsewhere.
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ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY

USIA’S TESTIMONY REFERS TO THE SERIOUS STRETCHING OF
USIA‘S ADMINISTRATIVE AND MONITORING CAPACITY THAT HAS
RESULTED FROM THE CREATION OF NEW PROGRAMS. IS THIS A
PROBLEM OF CONGRESS NOT PROVIDING SUFFICIENT FUNDS FOR
EACH PROGRAM TO ALLOW PROPER ADMINISTRATION, OR IS
THIS ALSO A CASE FOR ENHANCING CORE FUNDING FOR
SALARIES AND EXPENSES?

In develcping its annual budget requests, the
Administration has attempted to balance the level of
proposed excha%ga programs with the administrative
support necessary fo administer and monitor them -~
all within responsible and prudent levels of overall
funding. The "earmarking" of funds within the amounts
requested and the addition of funding for other new
programs, all of vhich require significant staff
resources for program development and monitoring
especially in the early stages, without additional
funding for their administration, have strained both
our ability to effectively undertake the new programs,
and to provide adequate oversight to our existing
programs.

58-670 0 - 92 - 4
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PROGRAMS IN AFRICA, ASIA AND LATIN AMERICA

WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE TYPES OF PROGRAMS WHICH WE
OUGHT TO BE THINKING ABOUT TO RESPOND TO NEW NEEDS AND
OPPORTUNITIES IN AFRICA, ASIA AND LATIN AMERICA?

There are three major areas which we consider of
growing importance to our programs in these regions.

First is the need to promote greater understanding
between ourselves and tbz: Islamic populations of Asia
and Africa. For historical and cultural reasons, we
have had less, and less effective, understanding of
these societies, and they of us, than our importance
to each other would dictate.

Second is the need to support the development in all
these regions of more representative governments and
more open economies.

Third is the necd to ensure “hat the level of contacts
and understanding between us and other countries keeps
pace with changing trade and political relationships.
In East Asia, our programs must reflect the growing
economic impostance of the region and the potential
for reestablishing meaningful contacts with Laos,
cambodia and Vietnam. In Latin Anmerica, key
developments include the growing importance of our
relationship with Mexico and the move toward
privatization there and elsewhere.
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RESPONDING TO COMPETING NEEDS

HOW CAN WE RESPOND TO THESE NEEDS AND SIMULTANEOUSLY
RESPOND TO NEEDS IN EASTERN EUROPE AND THE FORMER
SOVIET UNION? WILL WE BE FORCED TO RESPOND ONLY
PARTIALLY IN EACH CASE? HOW CAN WE IDENTIFY THE MORE
IMPORTANT TYPES OF PROGRAMS IN EACH AREA?

In a context of limited resources, it is clearly
necessary to set priorities and make difficult
decisions with respect to the distribution of
rasources not only among geographic areas, but also
among activities. USIA has done so. We have shifted
funding to both the Islamic w>rld and Eastern Europe
and the CIS in the past few years while maintaining
core, if less than optimal, programs elsewhere.

USIA has estaplished several Agency-wides study groups
to examine priorities and methods of conducting
business, and the groups will be reporting to the
Director this fall. The groups are expected to
provide an independent, long-term assessment that will
be helpful in making the choices that will no doubt be
necessary for the foreseeable future.
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ATTRACTIVENESS OF FULBRIGHT TO BEST PEOPLE

Q: IS THE FULBRIGHT PROGRAM ABLF TO ATTRACT THE BEST
PEOPLE? 1IF NOT, WHAT ARE THE REASONS? WHAT MIGHT BE
DONE TO RESTORE THE PROGRAM’S ABILITY TO ATTRACT SUCH
PEOPLE?

A: The "Wwhite Paper" of the J. William Fulbright Foreign
Scholarship Board, issued last year, addresses
precisely this question. The White Paper and the
extensive discussion of the issues it addresses lead
us to the conclusion that, while the prestige of the -
Fulbright Program continues to ensure that only the
highest quality applicants are awarded grants, many
outstanding scholars no longer consider participating.

The Board pointed out several reasons for this a
development, principal among them competing
opportunities through self-financed studies for
students from abroad, the growth of private exchange
programs the Fulbright Program has helped to foster,
and other governmental activity, both foreign and
American. The Board also attributed the Progranm’s
limited attraction in some areas tc the dramatic
growth in the geographic spread of the program to
areas of the world that are of limited appeal to
outstanding scholars in some fields.

The Board recommended two ways of ensuring the
continued appeal of the Fulbright Program to potential
participants. Tts first recommendation was for a
level of fupding adegquate to maintain stipend levels
for American scholars competitive with other
opportunities. The second recommendation is to
redefine the purpose of the Fulbright Program and
refine its focus.

USIA and the academic communities in the United States
and abroad avre currently engaged in discussions with
the Board to develop policies and approaches to
implement the Board’s recommendations.

Q -
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COUNCILS FOR INTERNATIONAL VISITORS

Q: I UNDERSTAND THAT THE INTERNATIONAL VISITOR PROGRAM
NETWORK AROUND THE COUNTRY RAISES $12 MILLION PER YEAR
TO SUSTAIN ITSELF. WHAT DOES USIA DO TO SUPPORT AND
MAINTAIN THIS NETWORK, AND WHAT FURTHER DO YOU INTEND
TO DO, OR WOULD LIKE TO DO?

Councils for International Visitors around the country
raise approximately $7.3 million in cash and $5.1
million in in-kind contributions each year in support
of the [nternaticnal visitor Program. Cash
contributions come from corporations, foundations,
state and local governments, and individuals.

USIA provides on average $i million annually to the
network through a grant to the National Council for
International visitors. This grant supports training
for local councils through workshops, conferences,
technical assistance, and networking opportunities;
and the production of program materials. In FY 1992,
$460,000 of the total grant was set aside for direct
grants to local councils.

The Agency has increased its direct support to network
affiliates by 30% over the last two years. We believe
our current level of support to the national office is
adequate. However, since corporate and foundation
support at the local level is diminishing and tending
more to be directed to urban needs, the Agency is
seeking ways and the resources to increase
substantially direct support to local affiliates in
the coming years. We consider these unique, local
institutions, currently reaching 41 states, to be an
indispensable resource irn our administration of the
International visitor Progranm.
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USIA’S "SECOND MANDATE"

WHAT IS USIA’S THINKING ABOUT ITS MISSION TO HELP
AMERICANS BETTER UNDERSTAND THE REST OF THE WORLD, THE
SO-CALLED "SECOND MANDATE" CONFERRED ON THE AGENCY IN
19782 WHAT SPECIFIC PROGRAMS HELP YOU FULFILL THIS
RESPONSIBILITY?

USIA considers the "second mandate" a very important
part of its mission, and many of its exchange programs
contribute to its achievement.

The Fulbright academic exchange program includes
grants specifically designed to increase the knowledge
of Americans about other countries, including American
student and research grants and foreign teacher and
lecturer granis. USIA has made significant efforts to
increase the American student component of the program.

The Incernacional Visitor Precgram, which is usually
described in terms of introducing foreigners to our
country, in fact provides opportunities for a true,
mutual exchange of information and ideas through the
contacts established between foreign leaders and
potential leaders and the more than 800,000 Amer icans
who volunteer their time and expertise to meet with
and host visitors.

Grant opportunities announced under USIA's citizen
Exchange Program stress, among the criteria on which
proposals will be judged, the mutual exchange of ideas
which we seek to foster and the long-term
institucional relationships we hope to support.

USIA takes very seriously the purpose of the
Fulbright-Hays Act -- to promote mutual understanding
—-- and seeks to achieve this objective through its
exchange programs.
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J VISA REGULATIONS

DO YOU CONCUR WITH SENATOR FULBRIGHT’S ASSESSMENT THAT
THERE IS A GROWING QUAGMIRE OF REGULATIONS WHICH THREATEN
TO STIFLE EXCHANGES? IF SO, WHAT IS USIA DOING TO MITIGATE
THIS, AND HOW MIGHT WE HELP?

USIA concurs with Senator Fulbright’s assessment that there
is a trend among local and state governments to regulate
exchanges occurring within their jurisdictions. Such
action appears to be almost universally directed toward the
regulation of secondary school student exchanges.
Underlying this trend is the desire of local and state
government’s to stem the placement in local schools of
exchange¢ students for whom complete exchange arrangements
have not been made, i.e. advance approval by school
authorities and advance placement with host families. This
trend is also fueled by the appearence of a growing
incidence of abuse suffered by these exchange visitors and
a perception that such exchanges are not adequately
regulated. Most of the abuses that local governments seek
to correct are the work of organizations operating
secondary school exchange programs outside of the
regulatory scope of USIA by bringing student participants
into the country under the F-visa.
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SENATOR FULBRIGHT‘S TESTIMONY SUGGESTS THAT THE FULBRIGHT-
HAYS ACT PROVIDES EROAD AUTHORITY FOR EXCHANGE VISITOR
VISAS. IF THIS IS GO, WHY IS THERE A PROBLEM WITH THE
STUDENT SUMMER TRAYEL WORK PROGRAM?

USIA has always interpreted its authcrities under the
Fuibright-Hays Act broadly. Although a mandate for broad
and liberal interpretation is found in the legislative
history surrounding the Act, it dcas not provide a blank
=r.eck. The authority to conduct and facilitate exchanges
reguites the Agency to ensure that exchanges occurring
ander the aegis of the Exchange Visitor Frogram fall within
the ctatutorily proscribed categories of permissible
activ wy ard participant status.

Althousn Summer Work Travel participants meet the statutory
reguiremen’. rejarding participant stacus -- student-- they
éo not meet .l.e reguirement regarding activity. These
part-.~lcants unter the country to pursue open labor market
cacleyment.  th J-visa does not permit open labor market
emplcyment.. IJSIA lacks, as a matter of law, authority to
permit cpen ichor market employment as such authorization
e witarn thre crn_e jurisdiction of the Immigration and
iLtarat et o« tyice,

As stated n ansotler @ & A, the Agency believes the Student
sumrer Worh Travel Program to be valucble and successful
and willi seek .ejislative authority for it in the FY 94-95
authorization cycle.




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

8¢

IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTFD THAT THE AGENCY’S PROPOSED

NEW RULES ¥WOULD IMCR,ASE COS5TS FOR PRIVATE SECTOR
EXCHANGE ORGANIZATTGNS. DO YOU HAVE AN ESTIMATE

OF WHAT THESE COs1'S MIGHT BE?

USIA is sensitive to this iscue and has worked
closely with its designatcd sponsors to develop
reqgulations which will have limited or no cost
implications upon sponsor operations. Proposed
regulations focus on the provision of a quality
exchange for participants and reflect, by and
large, the exizting procedures of exchange
spensors. The Agency has not been presented with
any evidence regarding increased costs arising
from new regulations.
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IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT THE PROPOSED NEW RULES
WOULD ALSO INCREASE USIA’S STAFFING REQUIREMENTS
FOR SUPERVISING THE J VISA PROGRAM. WHAT STAFF
ARE PRESENTLY WORKING ON THIS PROGRAM? WHAT
STAFFING NEEDS WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE UNDER THE NEW
RULES? DOES THE FY 93 BUDGET REQUEST CONTEMPLATE
AN INCREASE IN STAFF FOR THIS PURPOSE?

The Agency does intend to increase the number of
staff devoted to supervision of the Exchange
Visitor Program This increase is necessary as
the Agency has identified supervision of the
Program as a material management weakness.
Currently, 18 staff members are assigned to this
critical function. The Agency intends to
increase the staff by four positions in FY 93.
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YOUTH EXCHANGE PROGRAMS

SINCE 1988, USIA’S DISCRETIONARY SPENDING ON YOUTH
EXCHANGES HAS DECLINED FROM $3.5 MILLION TO LESS THAN
HALF A MILLION DOLLARS. HOW IS THIS JUSTIFIED?

Prior to 1982, USIA provided modest suppcrt to a few
major youth exchange organizations in the United
States. Beginning in 1982, USIA undertook a major
initiative, called the "President’s International
Youth Exchange Initiative." This project was
originally conceived as a three-year effort to assist
youth exchange organizations in the United States
expand their own bases of funding and host family
support. The objective was to foster the expansion of
exchange programs involving high school students
between the United States and its six economic summit
partner countries.

In Fiscal Year 1984, the Congress established a
separate appropriation for certain USIA-supported
exchange-of-persons programs, and directed a
significant increase in the level of support for these
programs. Funding for youth exchange programs,
however, continued to be appropriated through USIA’s
salaries and Expenses appropriation.

At the end of the three-year President’s Initiative,
USIA decided to continue support for youth exchange
projects and redefined the program to include support
for specific exchange projects in a broader range of
countries. Funding for the program continued to be
provided from the Salaries and Expenses appropriation.

By the late 1980s, constraints on levels of funding
under the Salaries and Exvenses appropriation,
combined with rising costs particularly for overseas
operations also funded from that appropriation, forced
some very difficult resource priority decisions.

After an Agency-wide review, USIA determined that the
elimination or severe reduction of certain activities
was preferable to continued across-the-board cuts,
which threatened the effectiveness of USIA operations
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overall. One of the areas identified for severe reduction
was the Youth Exchange program, on the basis that the
Initjative had achieved the objectives for which it was
originally designed and that the Agency’s efforts were

small relative to the much greater private sector activity
in this area.
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ENCOURAGEMENT OF PRIVATE SECTOR SPENDING

IN A PERIOD OF RESOURCE CONSTRAINTS, THE ENCOURAGEMENT
OF PRIVATE SECTOR SPENDING AND ACTIVITY ON EXCHANGES
ASSUMES GREATER IMPORTANCE. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE
ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT USIA OFFERS TO SUCH SPENDING
AND ACTIVITY, AND THE RESOURCES SPENT TO LEVERAGE SUCH
SPENDING AND ACTIVITY.

USIA values the partnership it enjoys with private
sector organizations engaged in exchange-of-persons
programs and relates to those organizations in a
number of ways.

USIA provides facilitative assistance to private
exchanges, including those that receive no financial
support from the Agency. USIS overseas Posts in
particular help private organizations establish
initial and follow-up cocntacts with appropriate
individuals in countries where the they are attempting
to expand or develop hew programs.

USIA responds to the interest of private organizations
in undertaking specific projects by providing travel,
living expenses, or other necessary costs, often on a
cost-sharing basis, that the organization may
otherwise be unable to support.

Some organizations sustain contacts between affiliates
or individuals in the United States that support USIA
objectives. In some cases, USIA provides
administrative support to such organizations not
related directly to specific programs. For example,
Sister Cities International, the National Council of
International Visitors, and NAFSA: Association of
International Educators all encourage and coordinate
large number of activities with which USIA is only
indirectly involved. Each receives funding from the
Agency because the organizations and their programs
are broadly supportive of our objectives.
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APPENDIX 4

LIAISON GROUP FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS FOR THE RECORD OF THE HEARING ON
INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGES IN A CHANGING WORLD

The Liaison Groun is pleased to submit these responses to the Subcommittee’s
questions relating to our testimony of July 9th. Although we have tried to develop responses
to the Subcommittee which represent a broad consensus among the membership of the Liaison
Group. a wide range of views is found within the U.S. international exchange community
about some of the fundamental issues raised by these questions. In the following responses
we have tried to indicate those areas on which opinion 1s divided. As the reauthorization
process proceeds and the Liaison Group membership has more opportunity to consider the
issues in their political and policy contexi, we anticinate being able to make more specific
recommendations to the Subcommittee,

Your restimony indicates concern that exchanges and public diplomacy may not be
Eﬂ[l‘[ﬁﬁ! CQmQZ[l‘ME with one another. Would you 2&[ sonie SHEEZ[H.ZH' Qf(ﬁz

— s ° e i
differentiare berween these two. in order 1o better serve eaci?

Educational and cultural exchange activities need io be more clearly differentiated,
both conceptually and operationally, from other activitics USIA conducts under the concept of
public diplomacy which aim to influence foreign public opinion regarding the policies of the
United States Government.

The exchange programs entrusted to USIA constitute a proven, powerful means of
building Iong-term bonds of understanding, friendship, and cooneration with the current and
future Ieaders, educators, artists, and professionals of other nations. They arc also
fundamental in providing the in-depth exposure to other cultures and languages essential to
building international knowledge and skills in the United States.

Two essential features of exchange programs must be respected: their long-term focus
and their inherently reciprocal character. In this regard, they contrast starkly with other
USIA public diplomacy activities which primarily aim at achieving immediate, short-term
politicat goals and are predominantly one-way channels of communication aimed at promoting
foreign publics’ understanding of the United States. The effectiveness of exchange programs
is undermined whe. they are utilized as one-way comm'micaticn channels or when they are
subverted to attempt to achieve short-tenn pulitical outcomes.

When exchange programs are used for political purposes, they a.c generaily
ineffective and frequently counteroroductive. When they are insnlated from such short-term
political goals, however, their impact can be profound, as the case of continuing exchanges
with the Soviet Union during the Cold War demonstrates. By maintaining exchanges
throughout this period of very troubled relations between the two <ountries a critical cadre of
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reformers within the USSR, such as Aleksandr Yakovlev, was developed which proved
critical to change in the former Soviet Union.

Unfortunately, prevailing notions of public diplomasy often tend to minimize or
ignore the essential distinction between exchanges and other dimensions of what is termed
public diplomacy. These formulations, for example, often treat public diplomacy activities as
a "seamless web” of inseparable, complementary programs. When these formulations of
public diplomacy are put into operation in the real world, short-term needs usually take
precedence over long-term objectives. This is particularly the case when overseas missions
exercise substantial coatrol over programs, and cuitural affairs officers are subordinate to
public affairs officers in United States missions abroad.

To avoid these problems, séveral sieps should be considered. A range of views exists
within the U.S. exchange community on these issues. Some Organization leaders strongly
favor establishment of a separate entity with a clear mandate that is not confused with other
public diplomacy issues. Others are of the view that reform of the existing USIA structure is
sufficient to deal with these problems.

Most fundamentally, a policy decision needs to be made regarding the meaning and
scope of the concept of public diplomacy. One option would be to narrow the meaning of
public diplomacy to exclude educational and cultural exchanges. Separate objectives could
then be defined for exchanges. ca the one hand, and for the programs with short-term goals
which would constitute public diplomacy, on the other. USIA would be charged with
fulfilling both sets of goals. Alternatively, public diplomacy could be rearticulated to clarify
the fundamental distinction berween long-term, reciprocal exchange activities and short-term,
one-directional propaganda activities. Whatever approach is taken, the outcome should be
reflected in the charter for the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affaiss in Section 112 of
the Fulbright-Hays Act.

This policy detes .nination sbould then be reflected in the organization of USIA and in
the administration of its programs. As indicated, a range of views exists about these matters.
However, there is a clear consensus tnat the most important goal should be to put cultural
affairs and public affairs activities on a more equal footing both in overseas missions and in
Washington. As lorg as cultural affairs officers are subordinate to public affairs officers in
the hierarchy of U.S. enibassies, educational and cultural exchanges will be utilized as a
means to attempt to influence short-term policy goals. There is also general agreement within
the exchange community that the advisory committee structure which oversees USIA
programs should also be reviewed and srengtnened. At present, neither the Advisory
Commission on Public Diplomacy, the Agency's overall oversight board, nor the J. William
Fulbright Scholarship Board, which oversees a portion of the Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs’ programs, is constituted properly to ensure that USIA exchange programs
are fully protec:ed from subordination to the Agency’s short-term policy goals.

Is USIA the best agency 10 conauct eaucanional exchange programs? if yes, why? If
2est agenc

Although its overseas infrastructure cad experienced personnel base offer important
resources, USIA currently has several disadvaneages as an administrative base for conducting
exchange programs. These problems relate primarily to USIA’s puolic diplomacy mission.
As indicated above and in the Liaison Group’s recent tesumony before the Subcommittee,
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there are substantial problems in conducting exchanges under the concept of public diplomacy
as it is operationally imnplemented by USIA.

In addition, USIA has consistently neglected its mandate to assist American
individuals and institutions to learn about other nations. As argued in our recent testimony,
this so-called *second mandate” is a critical compeaent to @ balanced and comprehensive
approach to international exchanges.

If USIA is to 2xercise a role as a leader in the exchange field, it must manage its
exchange activities in such a way as to provide consistent and convincing evidence that it: 1)
understands the differences between the tactical necessities of policy advocacy and the long-
term, strategic role of exchanges in building the basis for strong and close international
partnerships, and 2) that it takes seriously its obligation to provide opportunities for
Americans to learn about other nations through exchanges.

In our view, USIA’s mission relating to exchanges ought to include five major
components: 1) developing core, long-term exchange programs in partnership with the U.S.
private sector and foreign governments; 2) coordinating the diverse exchange activities of the
federal government, including serving as the administration’s advocate for exchange program
needs in relation to regulatory matiers (e.g tax and immigration issues); 3) encouraging the
development of privately-funded exchanges by providing seed funding, funds for model
program development, essential support services, eic.; 4) providing a global structure to
facilitate all exchanges between the Uniled States and other nations consisting of cultural
affairs officers, educational advising services, etc. and 5) implementing its authority over the
1-1 exchange visitor visa in such as way as to facilitate and promote the vast array of private,
university, and community exchange programs without unwarranted restrictions and excessive
regulations.

To accomplish this updated mission, the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
needs to be given more autonomy and authority. For example, the Bureau of Educational
an Tultural Affairs could be replaced by an International Educational and Cultural
Excianges Adméaist ation, headed by a Deputy Director, consisting of bureaus for academic
exchanges and professional/citizen exchanges. Each of these bureaus should have a separate,
statutorily cb atered board whose members are drawn from appropriate private sector
positions and are approved by the Senate. Such a configuration should include an Inter-
Agency Coordination Office with expanded power to coordinate all federal programs.

Is the Fulbright program: able 1o atiract the best people? If not. what are the
7 What shosld be d intain th i [ ¢ 1he Fulbrigh

program?

As indicated in our tesumony bafore the Subcommittee, the Fulbright Program is
being asked to do too much with too little. As documented in the J. William Fulbright
Scholarship Board's white paper The Future of the Fulbright Program, "in constant dollars,
the Program’s annual budget has little more than doubled during the ten-fold expansion of
participating countrics since its inception.” If the future of this world-famous program is
going to be as great as its past, significant new resources must be provided. As the Board's
White Paper also correctly concludes, the Fulbright Program also needs a more specific
mission, since il now stands beside a wide array of other exchunge programs which did not
exist at its inception.




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

93

Atiracting the best needs to be understood in a broad, inclusive vay, to include the
most capable faculty from colleges and univeisities at ail levels, including conmunuy
colleges. 1t should not be restricted to participation of eminent published scholars from the
most prestigious American universities.

The Fulbright Program could attract @ better and more broadly representative array of
U.S. students and scholars if: stipends were more competitive with other programs; more
funds were available to implementing agencies for publicity, recruitment, orientatior, and
supplemental (enrichment) programs. It would also be useful if receiving countries placed
greater emphasis on identifying and arranging study, research, and professional development
opportunities responding to the interests and needs of the grantees. Problems regarding the
competitive position of the program are more acute in certain disciplines, such as business,
law, eccnomics, and enginecring, in which faculty salary levels are comparalively higher.
Flexible and short-term opportunities for facuity are badly needed in order to attract
individuals who otherwise would not consider a Fulbright grant.

The same factors — money for stipends, publicity, recruitment, and orientation; an
improved and more diversified array of placement opportunitics which are more auaned to
the grantees' needs; and expanded enrichment programs — would improve the quality of the
foreign student and scholars programs.

‘The Fulbright Program continues to attract good quality students and sczol-=s [t
remains a program in which the United States can take great pride. Nornctheiess, aciion is
needed if it is going to continue to do so in coming decades.

The J. William Fulbright Scholarship Board is planniog 2 Summit on the Future of the
Fulbright Program for this corning spring. This event should provide significant gnidance to
the Subcommittee and other policy-making bodies on preserving the stature of the Fulbright
Program.

What new programs or fypes of programs would you like 10 see in the fiuur=, and what
ould G io.in helping with fundi lesal wudharities?

The main concern of the Liaison Group is to ensure adequate levels of support foi the
proven, established exchange programs of USIA, rather than in developing new programs
which require creating new suppost structures. The need 1s not for new programs bu: for
more effective approaches within existing programs to meet new needs. These prograins
have demonstrated their cffectivensss and arc inherently flexible in adapting themscives to
changing circumstances both abroad and in the United States.

This is not to suggest that the United States should not respond to the fundzmental
changes taking place in the former Soviet Union with new exchange initiatives. it suggests
that rather than starting new programs, Congress would be better advised to add addit’+nal
funds to better utilize these flexible and proven programs to meet these necds. As the
subcommittee is aware, the Liaison Group supports the Freedom Exchange Act as recently
proposed by Senator Bill Bradley and approved by the Senate to expand exchanges with the
former Soviet Union. It is our view, however, that many of the components of this proposal
can be incorporated into existing programs.

For instance, there is a growing need to link professionals and specialists in newly
emerging democracies with counterparts in the United States. Initially, the emphasis should
be on transfer of knowledge and skills, but the longer-term goal is the creation of networks
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linking professionals in the U.S. and these nations. These needs can best be met by blending
the best of the current Fulbright and International Visitors Programs.

These programs can be strengthened by putting technological channels to work in
support of educational and cultural goals. Electronic communication should be used to
enhance and extend tne benefits of USIA exchange programs. For example, electronic mail
channels should be used to maintain scholarly contacts once exchange participants return to
their home countries, and to keep participants in touch with developments in their home
ccuntries during their exchange. Experience with these networks in the United States and
Europe have demonstrated their rich potential for other regions. In addition, there is an
enormous opportunity for USIA 1o put some of its existing broadcasting capabilities to use for
educational purposes through establishment of distance learning programs. Such programs,
which could offer degrec and non-degree educational programs, could play a particularly
valueble rolc in delivering management educa.ion and other high priority subjects to the
enormous region stretching from Central Europe through the republics of the former Soviet
Union. Distance lcamning programs such as this could complement USIA’s exchange
programs by reaching large populations abroad which could not be brought to the United
States.

Using debt conversion mechanisms to leveruge exchange funds is an important
financing inechanism which should be made available to USIA by Congress. Many
opportunities now exist throughout the world to negotiate arrangements to purchase debt at
discounted rates and convert that debt into soft currency funding for educational programs in
the couatry that owes the debt. Many successful debt conversion deals have already been
completed, including some in the cducation area. USIA needs the authority to conduct such
“debt-swaps™ as an imponant way to gei more £um its program dollars.

USIA s testimony regers 1o the significant shift to "how-to® programs. Is (his an
- SIA or should these ypes of programs be left to AID. the

Although the collapse of the Soviet empire and its System of centralized economic
centrol has resuited in a special emphasis on such “how-to® needs, we believe exchanges
aimed at developing such practical skills have alwe - been a part of USIA's exchange
mandate, The Fulbright-Hays Act provided authority for exchanges for diverse purposes.
including not only study, lecturing, and research but training, which is essentially concerned
with the transfer of practical skills through on-the-job experience. Thus, for example,
USIA's International Visitor Program for many years conducted a separate program for
"specialists,” intended specifically to develop specialized skills and to build international
networks of individuals with such skills, and the program continues to serve many individuals
in such professional roles today.

It is not our vicw that whether or not programs serve "how-to® needs is an appropriate
means to differentiate between the roles of the various federal agencies that are now involved
in international activities. Making sound decisions regarding use of the many agency
programs now available can only be done on a carcful, case-by-case basis. In each case, the
problem or peed must be carcfully defined. Then an assessment of options can be done
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which views the federal programs available as a set of uniaue tools, attempting in each case
to select the best tool for the job.

While there is oo clear dividing line between the long-term, strategic mission of
USIA's exchange programs and the more directly instrumental participant and other training
programs of AID, the Peace Corps, and other snecialized federal agencies, the distinction is
nonctheless valid and useful in asriving at a more rational and efficient division of labor.
Congressional committees with jurisdiction over involved agencies ought to work together to
build 2 consensus regarding the foles of the various agencies and programs. The
administration should then be asked to propose a more detailed and specific plan to avoid
overlapping programs 2nd to promote comolewnentary and synergistic efforts.

USIA's testimony_refers to the serious siretching of USIA's administrative and
moritering capacity thes has resulted from the creation of new orograms. ls this a
problem of Congress not providing sufficient funds for each program to allow proper
admiristrazion. or is this also a case. for enhancing core funding for salaries ard
expenses?

There is no doubt that the oroliferation of new USIA exchange programs added in
recent years, coupled with the new demands being made on USIA resources by the nations of
Central and Eastern Europe, the Baltics, and the former Soviet Union, have placed a severe
strain on USIA's admiristrative capacity. This is particularly the case overseas, and
especially in relation to activities in support of education and exchanges. Without question
more salaries and expenses funding is needed to strengthen USIA’s global infrastructure, on
which the entire national exchanges effort depends. For example, USIA’s overseas
educational advising services and the privately operated advising services USIA supports are
critical to maintaining the flow of foreign students to the United States which is vital to
maintaining our long-term foreign relationships. Fiscal constraints are forcing USIS posts to
draw back from this crucial advising function. Similarly, it is our experience that current
funding levels do not allow sufficient staffing in overseas posts to provide usefu! help to
private sector organizations in developing exchange programs. Stateside there is less need for
additional administrative funding and more need for reorganization to give greater emphasis
to the Agency’s policy, monitoring, coordination, and evaluation functions.

Wa«ﬂﬂa&mmawmumd_mum

The needs of all three regions are great, as is the importance of each to the future of
the United States. It is a serfous mistake for the United States to overlook these needs as
attention is riveted on the collanse of the Soviet empire and the evolution of the newly
independent states.

Each region and the countries within them are unique and exchanges must be
developed with this in mind. For example, in Latin America one of the most important
overall needs is to expand scientific and technical exchanges to strengthen these fields in
Latin America and to link the scieatific and technical communities in Latin America with
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counterparls in the United States. But the detziled assessment that the above question calis
for caraot i~ sttempied here.

The sing: ! most important step we could take to ensure that USIA exchanges ere
meeting the acec s and responding to the opportunities in these regions is to strongly
encourage the ¢: pansion of binational Fulbright Commissions. These binational entities are
upnique and havr proven to be cxtraordinarily effective. As seen in the case of the recently
established Mexi o-1F S, Fulbright Commission, these binational structures can increase
resources available thriugh foreign contributions. They also ensure that the programs
conducted are usefu! 1 both countries. These binational structures should be established
where they do not exi.t and should be used to define the needs and the opportunitics in that
particular country or ‘cgion.

Equally imporant is the need to make long-term commitments at reasonable funding
levels with each of these regions. Greatly expanding resources in one of these regions only
to be drastically cut back in 2 few years is not the way to approach conducting exchange
programs. Ap emphasis on long-term commitments is essential.

A major need that exists in all three of the regions mentioned is expanding study
abroad and other overseas opportunities for Americans. During the Coid War years the needs
of Americans to learn about other countries and languages took a back seat in favor of
programs bringing foreign students to the United States. As a result, the ouly substantial
flow of U.S. students currently is to Western Eus spe, exchanges to which could be most
readily funded through student demand and private sector resources. Diversifying the number
of Americans with expertise in Africa, Latin America and Asia needs to be empiasized in
USIA funding prioritics

In addition, there are important needs and opportunities for exchanges with the
Europeao Community as well as with Japan which should not be ignored. In the case of
Western Europe. our ofticial binational exchange relationships are an extremely important
building block in our long-term relations with these, our closest allies. It is critical for the
United States to maintain these ties, particularly as exchange programs within the European
Community have tended to deemphasize exchanges with the United States. The nature of the
long-term relationship between the United States and Japan clearly rests to a great extent on
the success of peuple-to-people exchanges between the two countries. In this regard, it is
particularly important to increase opportunities for more Americans to go to Japan on
exchange programs.

How can we respond (o these needs and simultaneowsly respond to needs in Easiern
Europe and the tormer Soviet Union? Will we be forced to r ially i
edeh cave? How can we identify the more importans ypes of programs i each area?

Two important dimensions to these problems have already been discussed above — the
need to expand binational exchange structures to expand resources through forcign
governmett coatributions, and the importance of using debt conversion mechanisms to
toverage limited U S. funds. These steps, if vigorously pursued, can go a fong way toward
allowiag tiic Unitcd States to respond to the needs of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Unison while maintaining our exchange relationships with other regions.

Another part of the answer can only come from a comprehensive reassessment ¢f
'inired States international affairs and defenst spending which identifies areas where funding
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reductions can be made to provide much-needed resources to support expanded needs for
exchange programs. Thus, for example, the decision made by the House to decrease funds
for military assistance programs while providing $50 million to fund exchange programs with
the former Soviet Union is 3 commendable example of this kind of forward thinking. Within
this context, as difficult as it is to make such decisions, at least a doubling of USIA exchange
programs, together with commensurate increases for agency administration, should be a major
goal.

Nonetheless, there will certainly not be sufficient resources available to meet all
needs, and difficult choices must be made. [n making these tough decisions, it is most
important to look for programs that offer the highest yields through their multiplier potential.
Thus, for example, programs for faculty members and for graduate students who will be
assurning teaching positions are particularly valuable because the impact of an exchange
program on one individual will subsequently be muitiplied through contact with hundreds or
thousands of individuals. Similarly, exchanges of journalists and others who will be in bigh
visibility positions offer major exchange multipliers.

Does USIA_accord sufficient attention and resources (o supporting private sector
s ! i !

No. USIA does not provide either sufficient resources or attention to private sector
exchanges. This i5 most critically the case in overscas posts, where vital foreign student
advising services and support for arranging exchanges between private sector exchange
organizations are inadequate and seemingly in decline. USIS advising services are critical to
maintaining the flow of foreign students to U.S. colleges and un.versities, which, according
to Commerce Department balance-of-payments data, bring over $5 billion into the U.S.
economy per year, USIA has also traditionally played a fundamentai role in relation to
privately funded exchanges, such as through funding research on foreign educational systems
and credentials which is essentiaf to admitting foreign students to U.S. institutions and in
granting credit for U.S. students’ study abroad. This remains a critical function, although
USIA’s support for these activities has waned significantly in recent years. In addition, a
flexible, facilitative regulatory structure for the J-1 Exchange Visitor Program is key to
effective private sector exchanges. As a General Accounting Office study of USIA exchange
activities concluded: ". . . the United States needs to further explore options for making the
best use of limited federal training resources to complement and bolster significant private
sector efforts which have traditionally played a key role in international educational
exchanges.” The interest and expertise in U.S. private sector organizations is extensive. The
U.S. higher education system is without doubt one of our greatest assets in building strong
international relationships in the coming decades. This potential can only be realized through
an effective facilitative role from USIA which seems to be slowly but inexorably slipping
away.
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APPENDIX 5

International Exchange Association
1825 Eye Street, N.W., Suite 475
Washington, DC 20006

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
FOR THE HEARING RECORD

"Internatirnal Exchanges in a Changing World"
Subcommittee on International Operations
Committee on Forcign Affairs
U.S. House of Representatives

The answers provided below are submitted in response to questions addressed to the
[nternational Exchange Association from the Subcommittee. With the exception of
Question # |--addressed specitically to AFS-the answers given are intended to provide a
representative view af the citizen and youth exchange organizations in IEA'
membership.

A significant part of AFS® responsibilitics is to find American families to host
youth exchanges. How have the increase in numbers of such exchanges, the
changing nature of the American family, and the troubld © wconomy aflfected your
efforts?

Bemg & valunteer community-based organization--like the magority of A’
memher organizations involved in youth, home-stay based exchanges--AFS has
mdeed been effected Ly all three factors, Most natably, the changing nature of
the Amerrcan family has meant that the number of non-working mothers capable
of devoting 40 to 50 hours a week volunteering to recruit families, to provide
counseling to young people, and to raise funds in the community is simply no
tonger there. Since AFS is committed to the involvement of the community in
international exchange, we have resisted paying people to do these jobs, believing
the engagement of the community is important to the quality of the exchapge.
Current demographics require us to recrait a significantly larger number of
volunteers who will pick up small pieces of the tasks formerly done by o hundtul
of women, QOur colleague organizations have exoerienced similar volunteer
recruitment difficulties,

Further. all three factors have impacted on the cost ot the program, Whereas in
the past. schools vould waive incidental fees tor an AFS student, they have not
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heen able to continue to do this because of the larger number of foreign students
being hosted as exchange participants. This puts an added financial burden on the
family and local community groups. The cost of hosting a foreign student, for
those most directly involved, has increased in the past decade.

Unfortunately, the charitable tax deduction for hosting & student has not increased
commensurately with these costs--the details of which will be elaborated more fully
below. Thus, hosting a high school student has become an increasing burden for
host families, Part-time work by the exchange students could help ease this
burden; however, as high school J Exchange Visitors, their employment
opportunitics are severely restricted. These students zre limited 1o working in
unstruetured casual baby sitting and lawn care jobs even though there may be
opportunities for employment at the local stores and supermarkets. While these
restrictions are ostensively to ensure that foreign students do not take jobs away
from Americans, we seriously question whether this is a real threat. Additionally,
m the 1990s and beyond, unlike the 1950s and 1960s when these requirements
were put n etfect, it is a part of the cultural experienee in the United States for
young people o have regulas part-time jobs, Indeed, working in the service and
retarl businesses that more frequently hire teenagers would be an ideal way for
these young people to meet a mueh broader sector of American society than they
would find in the traditional host family.

We hope at some paint that the Congress will consider making changes to both
the host tamily tax deduction and the J nonimmigrant employment restrictions.
How might consultation be improved between the private sector and USIA?
Consultation is the key to a successtul partnership and success in the partnership

between USIA and the teriational exchange community is essential to carrying
vut international exchange activines. Fundamental to fuil and free consultation

between the private sector and USIA will be an appreciation by both sectors of
what th resources, expertise, and perspectives are of their partner. That
appreciation is cnly partially present now: and very much lacking at eriticai points
i the delivery of exchange services within both the U.S. community -based
exchange orgamzations and USIA' employees stationed worldwide,

Consultaton can be mproved by creatmg sc.tings that cncoutage the free flow of
ideas; integration of planning; shared training; and exchange of personnel. These
ypes of activities have been tried in the past with varying success, but without a
systematic and clearly articulated goai of bringing the public and private sectors
together cooperatvely, For the purposes of discussion--and without intending to
exclude other comparable mechanisms--we note several ideas that could, in toto,
ensure better consultation and cooperation:
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Establish a series of Agency advisury budies, made of private vitizens, the
provide sounding hoards for USIA and avenues for communication for the
private sector. The bodies could be structured by regional orientation or
funetional activity and should feature individuals with expertise and
familiarity in the exchange field. The badies should be nonpartisan and
voluntary.

Mandate a periodic hearing format for USIA that obliges the Agency to
seek publie input about its priorities and planning. The hearings should
ensvre that the Agency receives balanced reconmiendations from the public
in a timely fashion for annual or biennial budget and program planning.

Involve a broad range of private sector exchange representatives in the
training ¢. new USIA employees and retraining of existing staff--Cisil
Service, Foreign Service, and foreign national hires by creating training
modules expressly intended to feature aspects of non-U.S. Government
funded exchanges  {Training lor employees and volunteers in the private
sector which woutd feature USIA representatives can be attained through
increased Agency suppost of the erchanges infrastructure, as explained
below.]

Reinttoduce staff exchanges involving all types ot USIA employees and
U.S.-based exchange organizations, including but not linuted to IPA and
resident diplomat programs, that put Ageney personnel in American
exchange organizations and U.S. exchange professionals in Agency offices
here and abroad.

Mechanisims such as these--as well as changes intended to encourage innovative
exchange proposals noted below--will tend to foster better cooperation and
comsultation between the Agency and the private sector, and should encourige
betrer quahty exchanges tor USIA,

Your testimony refers to the negleet of the “infrnstrueture” of exchanges,
networks, expertise training, and advising and information functions. What would
it take to redress this negleet?

There needs to be more attention to the infrastructure support for citizen and
youth exchuanges so that we may build the capacity in the private sector to
consistently provide quality exchange programs. In the past, USIA provided
funding for training, scnunars, publications, and skill development through
protessional and other organizations to individuals working in the youth and
citizen exchange in the United States--along with its well-recognized direct
financial support of exchange participants. Our concern is that increasingly USIA
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has withdrawn {rom supporting the cxchanges infrastructure to concentrate alimost
solely on direet participant funding; to funding actual progiams rather than
funding capacity building. In the tong term, we believe that it is important to fund
a mix of activities with the Agency's money: part to suppart exchange institutions
and thess capacity to conduct exchanges whetlier the exchanges themselves are
publicly underwritten or privately funded; and part to support specific pregrams
where unique historical opportunities and needs occur--such as the former Soviet
republics and the deyeloping world, and for flagship programs--such as the
international Visitor Program.

Renewed emphasis also needs to be placed on the role of USIA's averseas
nussions and representatives--the U.S. Information Service and commission offices.
Educistional and exchange advising services overscas are a critical cog in the
machinery that introduces foreign nationals to prospective exchar.ge oppartunitics
in the United States and then prepares those participants for their American
experience. Those services are under-utilized for citizen and youth exchange
activities because the posts are not able to give priority to these types of
exchanges. USIS and comnussion offices are also increasingly strapped for
resources and ae at usk of becoming overwhelmed in ineeting the demands for
services. We must nat forget this aspect of our infrastructure needs.

What new programs or types of programs would you like to see in the future, and
what could Congress do to help with funding or legal authority?

Beyond programmatie suggestions outlined in our statement and made in response
to uther questions here (e, responding to demands in Africa, Asia, and Latin
Amecrica as well as in Central and Eastern Europe and the foriner Soviet Union),
IEA 15 not prepared to advocate particular new programmatic initiatives. Instead.
we have chosen to respund by addressing the issue of legal authorities--construing
that to include a discusson about USIA's approach to regulating exchanges as well
ay ciaborating our concerns about the impact of tax policy on exchanges--and

prant making pracedures.

With regard to legal authanties there are two points in particular. One, we would
like to see Congress encourage a hroader rather than a narrower approach to
atizen and youth exchange at USIA, concentrating more on the quality of
exchange rather than the criteria for participation in programs. The focus of
carrent regulatory eftorts at USIA has heen on what type of exchanges should be
permitted rather than the enteria for program oversight and quality control. Such
a regulatery mindset is by definition narrow and forces programs and their
administrator- n both government and the private sector to react by discouraging
mnnositive new programming approaches because they are not tried and true. It
also fusters a bureaucratic desire to create pigeon-holes for programs. When even
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an established and well-recognized program fails to fit into & predetermined
structure, it is often sacrificed in the interest of adninistrative convenience.
Absent clear and definitive Congressional guidance ta view exchanges broadly and
creatively, we tish constraining the innovation of the exchange community at the
very moment we need to revitalizing our programanng to meet a radically changed
world.

Consequently, we would urge a sharpened tocus on the spirit of the Fulbright-
Hays Act as articulated by Senator Fulbright himselt, rather than the narrow,
legalistic approiach suggested by the February 1990 General Accounting Office
report on the J Exchange Vistor Program,  Our intention is to increase qua' ty
intereultural exchange between the people ot the United States and the people ot
other countries. As our world changes, we need to look to other, nontradinonal
modcls to achieve this. Programs such as Au Pair exchanges and summer student
travelawork programs may become o primary mode for exchange i the future
given the demographic changes in the United States and the evolving deniands
from overseas,

Two, while this is outside the tradittonal purview of tlus Subcommittee, we urge
the Congress to consider changes in the Inernal Revenue Code that affect a wide
range of internatonal exchange concerns from inequitable tax treatment of foreem
students to inadequate recognition of the chantable value of home hosting. Ol
particular inrerest 1o 1EA's youth exchange rmembers is the code provisions
governing chintable deductions tor hosting o gh school exchange participant.
The deduction has heen fised by statute at $50 per onth for a generation. We
helieve that it would be inall of our hest nterests to: first, index the deduction to
a level corresponding to exeinpiions for dependents; and second, to pro-rate the
deduction for the amount of time o student spends with the family. We believe
tus 1s a reasonable and appropriate way 10 encoarage hosting af exchange
students placed by nonprofit exchange organizations in American familics with
nunimal impact on the tederal budget.

With regard to funding, we urge USIA and Congress to reconsider 1its current
approach to grant making which almost solely unhzes formalized requests tor
proposils. The recent statutory mandate to provide open competition for most
grant awards will, we heheve, lead to a narrowiag rather than broadening of
funding opportunities and foster i more conservative rather than ceeative program
development for USIA and the exchange community. The end result will not be
mare diversity in programming design, but rather a set of long-running programs
that lack regular rethinking and evaluation against competing needs and priorities
from throughout the exchange community. While our view is contrary (o the
tindings of USIA's Office of the Inspector General, we belicve that both Congress
and USTA should consider i grant making approach that encourages mnovation
and program experimentation.
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In a grant making process dominated by REPs, program design is pre-determined
and the private sector’s role becomes simply a guestion of providing a particular
service at the most attractive price. The potential creativity and develnpment of
alternative programmatic priorities which are the real strengths of the private
sector are entirely closed out nf the process. Such an approach presumes that
USIA is the sole source of good programmatic ideas and has cnnceived in advance
of seeking public input what design characteristics are most important. Indeed,
this grant-nvaking approach encourages Agency micro-management of grants,
thereby taxing the resources of the grant-reeeiving organization and focusing
limited USIA salasies and expenses money on intensive supervisinn of grants,

Alternative approaches (o grant decisions can overcome these difficulties. The
grant making at the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education ~
(FIPSE) within the Department of Education is a case in point. Reserving a
certam sunount of USIA grant funds for unsolicited proposals would be an
equitable way to meet the cancerns raised by the O1G while promnting an
opportunity to secure funding for new and innovative programs. Such an
approach would allow local enmmunities, educatinnal entities, and private,
nonprotit international exchange entitics to identify needs from the ficld and
wauld put USIA hack in the role of facilitating exchanges and exereising a more
macro-minagement approach to io programming. A "block grant™ approach to
certain broadly targeted concerns would be another aliernative grant-making
device that could achieve similar results,

As mentioned above under a previous question (#3), renewed funding
opportunities for infrastrueture development and maintenanee are also eritical,
We further note that there appear to be intriguing possibilities for undenwriting
exchinges funding in the developing world and the republics of former Saviet
Union through deht conversion (auk.a, debt swap) which we believe deserve
vigoraus invertigation by the Subcommitiee.

USIA's testimony refers to the significant siift to "haw (0" programs. Is this an
appraprinte mission for USTA, u- should these types of programs be left to AID,
the Peace Corps, or the Departments wiase specialized mission corresponds to
the subject matier of the "how to” program?

I'he underlymg question here may be whether USIA's increased attention to "how
" programs 1s iruly a response W a community/constituency peed or a reqction to
tunding that has gone o other agencies and for which USIA must secemmgly
compete. We note that there s been an explosion of new progran: intiatives
called for by afl parties to international exchange activities: Congress., the
Administration (including USIA), and the private sector. Insofar as "how to”
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exchanges become the featured flavor at this time seems to be i reaction to
pereeived needs and is not of necessity inappropriate 1o USIA's missinn.

Generally speaking, we helieve that the Agency's mission is to focus on programs
which promote broad-based, long-term, educational and cultural understanding
between the United States and the rest of the world, The exchanges and the
refatinnships they establish (and maintain) should be sustainabke and not short-
term in nature. While we often think first of programs such as the Fulbright
program and high sehool exchanges as being “broad-based” and “long-term,”
mutual understanding can and is effectively promoted through very practicaily-
oriented activities, such as training exchanges and vocational education programs.

Having said thit, we are concerned that as the U.S. Government responds to
demands for more specifie, "how 10" exchange programs, USIA niy be
compromised in its the eritical coordinating role for exchanges. The Agency,
through its Educationet and Culturat Affairs Bureau, has been the historical
touchstone tor internatianal exchange activities.  As other agencies have been
assigned substantial new tasks traditionally undertaken by USIA and/or begum to
utihze the exchianges mechanism o achieve their programmatic goals, USIA has
been, in cttect, displaced in this role. That is unhelpful if the government is to
maintain some coordinating role, particularly so far USIA to fulfill its statutorily
mandated responsibilities, beeause the vatue of that coordination and USIA"
mission to pramote mutual understanding through long-term relations can be lost
in the rush to provide very practical, often short-term experienees for target
audiences around the world.

USIA's testimuny refers to the serious streteking of USIA's administrative nnd
monltoring capacity that has resulted from the creation of rew programs. Is this
n problem of Congress nat providing sufficient funds for each program to atlow
proper administration, or is this also a case for cahanelng core funding for
salaries and expenses?

USIA (and not coincidentally, much of the private sector) s, in our view, seriously
chatlenged 10 meet the administrative requirements inherent in the creation of
new exchange program initiatives. Some of these financial and staffing pressures
are self-imposed as o consequence of the style of program management the
Agency has fallen into in the past decade (see our response above regarding the
administration of grant making under Question #4).

Huowever, the combination of compariatively slow growth in the Salaries and
Expenses account for the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Atfatis wgether
with the absenee of specified administrative seppoit included in Congressionally-
mandated exchinge intiatives is of greater coneern to us in this regard.
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The Bureau's S&E account is stretched not only by administrative costs but 1s also
expected 1o pick up the expenses of several programmatic exchange functions that
have not been directly funded by the Pell Charter dolars reserved for exchanges.
This pressure--which often causes deep programimatic cuts such as those

experica ed by the Office of Youth Exchange in the past four fiscal years--could
be easily overcome by providing a'l exchanges funding through the Pell Charter
appropriations. {EA is on record as supporting such a consolidauon of
programmatie funding. In any cuse, in is essential that Congress reserve sufficent
funds for the admin. trative functions inherent in conducting exchanges and grant
progrars 10 keep pace with the growth in actual programming.

With regard to new initiatives that are often not conternplated when the S&E
account is budgeted or authorized, Congress should consider allowing the Agency
flexibility to expend programmatic funds for administration expenses by aduing
authorizing language to the effect that reasonable costs for the conduct of the
exchange program may be used for administrative purposes.

Would you describe the types of programs which we ought to be thinking about to
respond ta new needs and opportunities in Africa, Asia, and Latin America?

Just as we would urge the government to return to a more field-based/private
sector generated approach to grant making, we would Likewise urge USIA 10 ask
for ideas about programming in Africa, Asia, and Latin America from the
community of organizations committed to increasing exchange and understanding
with these regions. in addition, we would suggest that USIA consider putting
aside some doilars for cach region thus guaranteeing that external political
changes not put at risk less popular regions of the world. Nothing bas been miore
damaging to maintaining exchange relations with these three regions than the “off-
aginn, on again” cycle of U.S. Government funding priorities. Exchange reiations
with countries in Northern and sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia have been
particularly hard hit by the roller-coaster ride approach to funding allocations,

How can we respond to these needs nnd simultaneously respond to needs in
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union?

Wilt we be forced to respond only partinlly in each case?

How can we identify the more important types of pragrams in each area?
Regrettably, we will be foreed to respond only partially in each case becuuse there

15 simply not enough funds available to meet all of the needs around the world.
How we respond in each case should be determined by the objectives 1o be
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achieved and an assessment of the degree of impact. We suggest that an effective
way of determining the most important types of programs in each area would be
to bri 2 together the three key players in terms of funding, program oversight, and
program implementation:  members of Congress and their staffs, key leaders in
relevant government agencies, and leadership in the ficld of international
education and exchange. By bringing together the perspective of these three
groups, we would also call together the resources that each group has to offer.
The result would be both a more efficient use of resources and a more effective
set of programs,

1EA stands ready 1o participate enthusiastically in a meeting of the minds. We do
not beiieve it is necessary 1o sacritice oae part of the world in orger to respond to
the needs in another, 1t is, however, necessary to find a balance between needs
and opportumties. This, we believe, is best dene by working collaboratively.

We also note that one very effective way 1o address competing needs is to
encourage Joint activities or "strategic alliances”. By channeling grant funds into
consortial Projecis »o s not to fund duplicative activities both in and out of
GOVEINIE AL SOME SavIngs can e realized and invested in more programmatic
activities or other world regions, We believe that joint, consortial projects ure
essential 1o future success of programs in both the CIS--notably the Bradley-Leach
Imtiative--and 10 future intiatives to be undertaken in the developing world.

Does USIA accord suflicient atienaon and resources 1o supporting private sector
activitics and spending on exchange programs?

In & word, no. As noted above in our answets o questions about consultation
with the private sector and suppart for infrastructure, we hive suggested that
there is inadequate support for the private sector--a sector that conceives of. plans
for. and administers the vast majority of Arnerican exchanges. We have
recommended several options above to address tnese general coieerns and we
believe that others can be tound with further invesugation and thought. Indeed,

we understand tnat USIA has undertaken an evatuation of its retatonship with the
private seceor as pan of a larger strategic planning effort and we find that action
an encouraging and positive sign of the Agency's inierest in working with the
private sectar,

More specifically, we have ocen concerneo for severat years that USIA's
programmatic priorities and budget decisions have sicered a patn away from the
private secwor. For IEA'S membership, that is evidenced most cleariy by the
decline in funding for youth exchange activities (outiined in our wiiten testimony
10 the Subcommittee) and the lack of inciease in funding for the Office of Citizen
Exchange--tormerly known as the Office of Private Sector Prograins, the one




office within USIA's Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs expressly charged
with working with the private sector. Citizen exchange funding has struggled to
hold even or secure minimal increases while most of the rest of the Pell Charter
program funding has increased, in some cases by substantial margins. In addition,
when programmatic earmarks have been made in the authorization or
appropriations for USIA, they have ofien come out of the Office of Citizen
Exchange’s overali allocation, negating any hope for an increase in a given year
and often causing an actual reduction in funds for competitive grant-making.

Previously, [EA has advocated that funding for private sector programs be
doubled. in part because Citizen Exchange Office grants often go to community-
based, volunteer-d-iven private sector organizations that generate a subs “ntial
"bang for the buck,” with matching private funds and in-kind contribu* s that
come at a rate of 12 to 1 or better. A doubling of funding for this program arca
would cost only about $10 million, or five percent of the total Pell Charter
program budget request USIA submitted for fiscal year 1993,
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