
Concept Paper 

 
Even a cursory review of both the lay and scholarly literature on international relations will 

reveal a keen and renewed interest in the rise of nationalism (and sometimes nationalism within 

regionalism) within the complex patterns of what has been commonly termed “contemporary 

globalization”.  One key event, of course, has been the election of Donald Trump to the U.S. 

Presidency under the dual banners of “Make America Great Again!” and “America First!” both 

proffered within a multitude of messages that cite globalization as the primary villain for a wide 

range of perceived domestic problems, including but not limited to, excessive immigration and in 

particular illegal immigration (largely from Mexico and Central America, but certainly not 

limited to these countries as concern frequently focused on various Asian countries as well),i the 

decline of American manufacturing; slow economic currency; the decline in the competitive 

nature of American exports, and a persistent and pernicious pattern in the balance of payments 

which is perceived as a significant burden on the ability of the American economy to develop a 

healthy balance.  

 

 Meanwhile it is not uncommon when reading about higher education change in the Asia 

Pacific region to see it described in the context of globalization and internationalization.  These 

terms are sometimes used interchangeably as in “the globalized university”, “internationalization 

of higher education”, “internationalizing the university in the age of globalization” and so on.  

Often the use of these terms assumes that the reader knows how to distinguish between them, 

how they relate to each other, and how these large, somewhat slippery concepts are connected to 

individual HEIs in both a regional and national context. In fact, it is possible that a more accurate 

approach would be to discuss these terms in the context of rising nationalism sometimes within 

regionalism (Hawkins 2015), 

 

Outside the United States one can also point to the rise of central leadership in Asia that 

is strongly focused “inward” as is the case with Prime Minister Abe in Japan, President Xi Jin-

ping in China, the new President Moon in South Korea, and the new President Tsai in Taiwan 

and so on.  Even when it appears that there is an “outward” thrust to their policies (as in the case 

of One Road One Belt – OROB- in China) closer scrutiny argues that such ventures are for 

strengthening the “national” base.  On the higher educational front a major new initiative 

launched by China seeks to form a new strategy of regionalization, clearly focused on Asia with 

China at the center.  Termed the Asian University Alliance (AUA) with headquarters in Beijing, 

the alliance currently has 15 higher education institutions from 14 countries in the region.  As 

has been pointed out, the new AUA “. . . is a distinctly Asian enterprise, enabling mobility across 

different universities in the region, rather than promoting exchanges beyond Asia” (Gunn and 

Mintrom 2017).  Tsinghua University has funded this effort at US $1.5 million, and HEI 

members pay US $5,000 to join.  A major goal is to provide an alternative to the dominance of 

Western HE, and offer a world class university model that is infused with “Asian wisdom” as 

well as alternative approaches to human research development and research.   

 

Trade issues are a continued source of national attention and anxiety as well, as 

professional and lay opinion alike debate trade’s various roles, a consideration that is inevitably 

complicated by the fact that economic and trade issues are in fact inseparable from other broader 

considerations of the triggers and consequences of innovation in society and its contributions to 



potential and actual instability. Such instability includes the ineluctable fact that technology is 

rapidly changing basic patterns of social engagement, work and outcomes. Even outside the 

“Trump-effect” as witnessed within the Brexit movement in the UK and the recent French 

presidential elections (both of which also featured the critical centrality of immigration and the 

broad conceit that globalization both requires and facilitates the “free” movement of both goods 

and peoples, and by direct implication, ideas and often conflicting notions of public and private 

goods.ii 

 

 As numerous commentators have detailed, one essential ingredient of the overall 

massification of higher education throughout the world has been its apparent internationalization, 

expressed conventionally as the rise and continued dynamics of cross-border education (Knight 

2007; Mok and Han, 2017). Prior to the pro-nationalism events of 2015-2017, the accepted 

prediction was that the approximately 5,000,000 cross-border students of 2014-15 would grow to 

something in excess of 7,000,000 in 2020. And, whereas the actual impact on cross border 

education will need to actually experience the creation of new restrictions upon student mobility, 

the immediate effects of the abortive efforts of the Trump administration in the US to initiate 

new travel bans within calendar 2017 gave an arresting preview of how disruptive such actions 

might be as the President’s travel ban contained within an Executive Order (almost immediately 

given a “stay of execution” by federal courts”) proposed provisions that prohibited any entry by 

citizens of the target countries, including those holding student visas and including the 

prohibition of re-entry into the United States by students holding currently valid visas who may 

have been traveling outside the U.S. at the date of intended implementation of the ban. 

Immediate predictions of some of the effects such a ban could have on international education 

were it eventually upheld in the course system, suggests that the consequence to American 

universities would be in effect devastating (Carapezza 2017).iii Colleges and Universities 

surveyed at the time reported a significant drop in enrollment queries, including from countries 

entirely absent from such discussions. 

 

Outside the boundaries of these particular instances, various significant figures within 

international education itself have begun to raise alarms about the potential rise of what some are 

terming “educational nationalism”.  Allan Goodman, for example, the President of the Institute 

of International Education, writing in the context of a 2016 address to Rutgers University’s 

International Research Conference in July of that year sought to focus the issue by pointing to 

restrictions of higher education exchanges of students, faculty and perhaps most concerning—

content! In states such as Turkey and Egypt. In a related concern he pointed to the impact on 

student attractiveness of the United States as a destination within its growing culture of 

permissiveness for guns and the willingness on the part of some states to allow them on 

university campuses.iv 

 

Other concerns operating under the label of education nationalism involve more general 

questions about the safety of international students in “foreign” settings, an issue for example 

that has played out in various ways in both Australia and New Zealand (Ziguras and McBurnie, 

2007); the perception that over the past recent history higher education has had the effect in 

general of promoting more tolerant attitudes toward “national others” (Coenders and Scheepers, 

2003); and the aforementioned primacy of cross border education as an increasingly important 

element of national income. 



 

At the macro level the growth of anti-globalization nationalism has raised concerns that 

range from the threat of armed regional conflict within some aspect of the Asian-Pacific Theater, 

and the restriction of trade at any and all levels with resulting implications for national and 

regional economic development.  At another level, concerns focus on the extent to which 

nationalism and restrictions on movement may “leak” into the “free flow of information” and 

lead to impingements on the manner (s) in which global information structures have been 

blended into national and regional technology networks—a concern for which nationalist-led 

critiques on regional and global trade are increasingly based. 

 

At the Going Global Conference organized by the British Council in May 2017 in 

London, heated debates related to the theme of “Is internaitonalisation dead in a ‘post-truth’ age?” 

was staged. Commentators argued that “while higher education continues to drive an outward-

looking, globally-connected agenda, recent democratic decisions in several countries could 

suggest that the voting public are placing more value on isolationism” (British Council, 2017, 

p.16). Panelists coming from Asia, the UK and USA, and Africa critically reflected upon how 

internationalization of higher education would have brought good or harm to less privileged 

groups. Prof Ka Ho Mok, together with Prof Janet Beer, Vice-Chancellor, University of 

Liverpool, UK, Prof John Hudzik, Michigan State University, USA, Dr Nico Jooste, Senior 

Director, Office for International Education, Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University, South 

Africa, critically reflected upon how internationalisation of higher education has affected student 

learning, graduate employment and social mobility.  Lively and engaging discussions about the 

negative and positive aspects of internationalization of education unfolded in the session.  

 

Analyzing why the general public has become negative of the growing trend of 

internaitonalization of higher education and the call for more global learning experiences, John 

Hudzik of Michigan State University believed that “we have paid insufficient attention to 

documenting the outcomes of internationalization in terms that are relevant to politicians and the 

public”, while Mok urged that “globalization should not be seen as a process to exclude people 

and countries”. The panelists strongly believed that higher education leaders are often guilty of 

dismissing the public’s concerns about globalization and immigration but have never sufficiently 

addressed the issues to highlight the benefits of international engagement in a local context. 

Hence, governments and universities should take public engagement more seriously, finding 

ways to effectively communicate the importance of international learning to future development 

not only in the economy but also other social, political and cultural dimensions (The PIE News, 

26 May, 2017).  

 

Meanwhile, one major criticism against global education is closely related to the over-

emphasis of internationalization of education on the commercial benefits: commenting on such a 

phenomenon, Nico Jooste, senior director of international education at Nelson Mandela 

Metropolitan University in South Africa, argued that “we sugar-coat our commercial drives with 

the word ‘internationalisation’. And in the process, we might just kill internationalisation” 

(Times Higher Education, 23 May, 2017). In order to handle the growing public hostility towards 

globalization and immigration as part of the trend of internationalizing education, there is an 

urgent need for universities to communicate effectively the pros and cons of deepening 

international learning for students, Jooste argued (Times Higher Education, 23 May, 2017). 



 

And finally, one can point to the conflicts likely to grow as existing current movements 

toward higher levels of structural integration for what have been branded “global universities” 

are interdicted by any number of ideological and discursive objections to their continued 

development. (Neubauer 2013). In short, the growing anxiety and criticisms towards the growing 

trends of globalization and internationalization of education should come without major surprises, 

especially when people and countries have repeatedly experienced the intensification of 

inequality not only in redistribution of economic returns to the general public at large, but also as 

other forms of inequalities emerged such as negative consequences resulting from the 

stratification of universities because of state interventions in supporting only a selected few 

universities to enhance their global standing in university league tables (Mok and Jiang, 2017), 

while continually marginalizing institutions not being picked as the “Top Tiers”. Rising concerns 

in relation to the growing influences of globalization are well documented by Saskia Sassen, 

James Mittelman and Leslie Sklair when engaging in critical reflections of globalization on 

modern societies (Sassen, 1998; Mittelman, 2000; Sklair, 2017). 

 

The Symposium and Seminar 

 

APHERP will host a two-day international symposium and senior seminar on this subject in late 

October at Lingnan University in Hong Kong, SAR, open to all participating institutions of 

APHERP.  The purpose of this concept paper is to create a subject-matter focus for participants 

who are invited to treat it to any of a variety of approaches, e.g. to endorse and extend any of its 

themes, to challenge any and all premises that may be contained within it, to reach beyond the 

explicit theme to re-conceptualize either the notion of emergent nationalism or to advance an 

alternative.  At a minimum we hope our participants will be guided by three potential hypotheses 

(not mutually exclusive) that: 1) Globalization and international of higher education will proceed 

apace and continue to remain the predominant trend especially between the US, Europe and Asia; 

2) The forces of nationalism, and “inwardness” will for the foreseeable future challenge 

globalization and push back against globalization for a variety of reasons; 3) A middle-ground 

exemplified by AUA will flourish in a regional context, but co-existing with globalization of 

higher education.   

 

Each presentation will be individually treated during the seminar and discussed. Notes will be 

taken of each presentation, aggregated by the seminar facilitator and returned to the presentor (s) 

for consideration in any revision of the presentation prior to publication. Subsequent to the 

seminar a prospectus will be developed from the papers and presented to an international 

publisher as a book proposal. Publication of such an outcome normally requires 8-12 months. 
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i In this highly politicized and emotionally-charged arena facts are easily overlooked. Recent 
best estimates place the countries of origin of illegal immigration as follows: Mexico, 6.2 million; 
Guatemala 723,000; El Salvador 465,000; Honduras 337,000; China 268,000; India 267,000, 
198,000; Other countries 2.1 million.  (Yee, Davis and Patel, 2017). 
 
 
ii Within the sheer volume of comment over Trump’s election and events within Europe, it is 
easy to overlook the range and variety of “anti-globalization” activities and movements present 
as early as the 1990s and quite active in the first decade of the 21st century. See for example 
Chuck Morse’s review of two highly critical globalization volumes at the turn of the century. 
Morse, “Theory of the Anti-Globalization Movement, New Formulation, 2003. In this 
manifestation the primary critique is focused on the growth of global corporations and the 
resultant effects on the creation and distribution of wealth, also of course—manifested perhaps 
most dramatically in the Occupy Wallstreet Movement and like activities taking place in the US 
earlier toward the turn of the century. 
 
iii This instance focused primarily on the monetary effects for U.S. universities. At the time of 
the incident, students from the six countries named in the ban were responsible for bringing in 
some $500 million to the economy each year. 
 
iv “Additionally, with almost one-third of international students in the United States coming 
from China alone, some communities are worried about the implications of one 
country’s strong representation in the classroom and off-campus. Overseas there are also 
growing fears that the United States may no longer be the best option for international study 
following tragic incidences of gun violence. Collectively we are struck by the frequency with 
which we are asked by audiences abroad, “Is it safe to study in America?” 
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