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Introduction

Like every country and people around the world, the bugt deal with an increasingly
complex and globalizing world — frequently friendly, alwaypmpetitive, and sometimes hostile.
To build trade, strike agreements, avoid conflicts, preskwnan life and culture, seek well-
being; to avoid global pestilence and altered ecologytanvin friends, we need to know our
neighbors, their history, languages, problems, and potdmtiaD03, there is a palpable sense
that the salience of international knowledge and link&gssgrown with the altered conditions
across the globe resulting from that globalization thiedsense of heightened international
conflict after September 11, 2001 and the 2003 war in Irag.

International academic partnerships, if developed withuality, transparency, and reciprocity,
are essential to building and enhancing the capacity ofashin both U.S. and foreign partner
institutions to understand each other and teach mordgetaly about each other and our world.
Indeed, by proliferating, expanding, and deepening U.S. highea#aluéinkages abroad, U.S.
higher education can increase the quality of interndteshacation at all levels of education in
the U.S. Thus, high quality educational partnerships fagtlties and institutions abroad are in
the broad interests of the United States as it sed«®otw, understand, teach about, and build
together with foreign peoples around the globe. Howeaatnerships with foreign institutions
are not always easy, helpful, mutual, or appreciatetisametimes they can become a source of
dependency and domination; therefore, they must be engatfedane and intention in order to
be positive for all parties.

There are many entry points for U.S. students and fatukngage with the rest of the world,
starting with young people participating in exchange progeardsstudying foreign languages.
Study abroad, college-level foreign language study, ictierawith foreign students at U.S.
institutions, U.S. Peace Corps, and graduate researchcbdism are important. For faculty,
teaching abroad, conducting research in another world @amndaseeking research collaboration
with foreign colleagues are important means for gainitegymational knowledge. In order to
deepen and sustain such international experiences, wd amule that partnerships between
U.S. and foreign institutions are essential for cngatipportunities to build a variety of activities
with colleagues in a framework that promotes respectraridality.

This chapter seeks to assess the importance of intarabpiartnerships for building capacity in
U.S. institutions of higher education and to identify tharabteristics of successful partnerships.
It then surveys and analyzes U.S. government progtaath$und international higher education
partnerships, compiling data from three government ageti@égpreviously have not been
assembled and compared.



The Mantra and the Meaning of Partnerships

Before seeking to develop greater clarity as to whast¢ares useful partnerships for U.S.,
foreign, and global interests and how to support thermus explore what has become the
widely-usedmantrathat “international partnerships are valuable.” Thenggartnershiphas been
used ubiquitously in recent years for a very wide vaoéfyrojects and initiatives. There are
“development partnerships,” “joint venture partnershippiyiblic-private partnerships,” the
“New Partnership Initiative,” “international partnershipsnd a host of others. Recently, a
Nigerian economist observed that in the current peadoviing Afro-pessimism and September
11, any proposal for programs or projects in Africa nlnestin with the words “new” and
“partnership,” regardless of their character.

There is little agreement about the nature and evedetirgtion of partnerships. The term is
sometimes used to refer to any institutional relationdbgbaeen foreign aid donors and
recipients or to any short- or long-term collaborabbagencies and institutions with foreign
counterparts. Sometimes, partnerships refer to any pragranoject for disseminating
development resources, irrespective of whether thergigaréicant and intentional partnerships
among the participants. Universities sometimes recofplaamerships” the good intentions
formally enshrined in university linkage agreements and memia of understanding signed by
visitors to and from the U.S., even if the agreemenis hat resulted in significant activity.

For purposes of this chapter, we defineaaademic institutional partnershigs “a collaboration
that can reasonably be expected to have mutual (thouglecetsarily identical) benefits, that
will contribute to the development of both instituéb@and individual capacities at both
institutions, that respects the sovereignty and autoradrbgth institutions, and that is itself
empowering. . . .” (Samoff and Carrol, 2002, p. 44).

As a result, whether or not they are labeled “partmpss by their participants and even though
they may well be valuable, we do notlude in our definition economic assistance projects
individual research projects (even if they involve fagolt students from institutions in multiple
countries), and other projects of limited duration sucst@dy abroad programs. These may lead
to or contribute to partnerships, but, in and of themseWwesjo not consider them to be
partnerships.

The History of Higher Education Partnerships and the U.SNational Interest

Historically, the U.S. government has viewed U.S. higtercation as important for building
bridges to foreign institutions and intellectual eliteansnof whom were alumni of U.S.
institutions. Many scholars abroad have been attractiée tquality and vigorous innovation of
U.S. universities and academics. During the Cold War whet).S. emphasized heavily the
importance of winning friends abroad as a means of inagakS. influence around the globe,
the U.S. Information Agency was active in academahanges, in broadening the Fulbright
Programs, and, eventually, in the 1980s, in providing seetingmo encourage more enduring
partnerships between U.S. and foreign international unistits.

To achieve good will among the participants across natmorders, partnership programs must
be effective. They also need to win the trust of attippants by utilizing sound guidelines for
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effective partnerships and achieve the goals of allggamrtispecially in the non-US institutions
and participants. (See the discussion of this topiage 3 and in Appendices A and B.)
Increasingly, the higher education faculty, administigtand students abroad are insisting on
goals consonant with their institutions’ objectivegexting a high quality of performance from
U.S. participants, and rejecting being treated as “objé@ssistance.” Instead, they expect
reciprocity that includes the U.S. institution being ckelaout its own goals and desired benefits
from the partnership and identifying areas of mutual interest

The realities of international linkages and affilia@ometimes are considerably different from
this ideal. In a series of discussions about partnershps@U.S. and African (particularly
South African) academics and administrators during 1995-19@8sinoted that the history of
partnerships between universities in the North and the pSorgh has made partnerships
potentially problematic (Samoff and Carrol, 2002). Histolcadhey noted that affiliations,
linkages, and partnerships usually followed an inequitable mdbelcolonial relationships
between institutions of the colonizer and the coloniztns were designed for intellectual
domination. This was reflected, for example, in 1961&University College of Ibadan,
Nigeria’s largest institution, when it appointed more figcun Classics than any other
department, offered drama from Shakespeare but seldonmAfiracan playwrights, and had
almost no faculty expertise or research in agricaltihe post-colonial relationships of Third
World universities with the primate sponsoring universitethe metropole (for example,
University of London for those in the British coloniegntinued the pattern that denied
autonomy to the institutions of the South.

During the Cold War era, many linkage agreements refléhtedominance of one Western or
Eastern Bloc partner. Third World institutions acceptetiah@ngement because of the
resources proffered and the financial, political, anellettual power of the foreign partner.
Frequently, there was little framing of scholarly exd®asmutually capacitatindgut instead as
a one-way flow of “development assistance.”

Even during the 1990s, some linkages have been signed betwstsrWénd African
universities that did not result in significant activitytbat created only one-way flows of
personnel and knowledge rather than using Third World neeadasis for creating reciprocal
exchanges. For example, some U.S. study abroad prbgatdeen genuine exchanges;
however,, though many are labeled “partnerships” or “exgés,” they only bring U.S. students
to the African campuses for an international expegemithout offering reciprocal opportunity
for African students. Almost none of the U.S. instdns have shared the “profits” from the
tuitions and fees collected in the U.S. In anothee,dasthe 1970s and 1980s, in a very positive
sharing of resources to support African research schtlass,academic professional
associations air-freighted a large quantity of theirpals to more than 100 African university
libraries; however, there was no reciprocal effodttain and learn from African scholarship
found in the several hundred journals published on thenasitbut rarely known in the West.

In the post-apartheid period of South Africa in the mid-196@gortunities - and funding - for
partnerships surged. This new politics of South Africa migivie occasioned greater sensitivity
to expectations by scholars there for more recipredationships, and some partners strove to
accomplish this. But many South African academics ekskthat visits of U.S. academics to
their campuses and proposals for linkages seemed orisstt@dmarily to mutual capacitation
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but to the U.S. institutions obtaining U.S. governmenkt @anvate donor funding for the travel to
and programs in newly-opened South Africa. As a resu#,1i898 conference of 200 American
and European university representatives and several dozén/Adoan academics and
administrators — as well as in meetings oftdngher Education Forunof theU.S.-South Africa
Binational Commissiarhigh standards for partnerships were identified. (See igipd\.)

These standards included that partners should demonstratewnership, transparency in
financial arrangements, equality of power, mutual bereditiprocity in the processes,
democratic participation, and shared responsibility. (Root, 1998)

Identifying Best Practices and Sound Methods for Buildig Academic Partnerships

In an effort to break with this historical legacy otialance and inequity, a number of academics
in the U.S. and abroad have been struggling over the pastederdefine standards for building
high quality partnerships on a foundation of mutual respeciprocity, equity, and

transparency. This is new ground because, surprisinglse thas not been a public consensus
defining the elements of high-quality collaboration.

These proposals for guidelines have been developed fapbeadle to inter-institutional
relationships of higher education institutions in the.ldu®l other powerful nations with
colleges, technical institutes, and universities in the TWiodld as well as to relationships of
individual research scholars with their foreign caliees and to study abroad programs.
Appendix A:Guidelines of Best Practices for Partnerships between Tertnstjtuitions in

Africa and their Foreign Partnerpresents some principles that were developed by a group of
South African and U.S. scholars. They are a work igess, but they represent a consensus of
a considerable number of scholars in Africa and the U.S.

Appendix B:Online Resources concerning Best Practices in International Partnersfigrs
numerous additional statements and conference repaitalde online concerning ethical
guidelines and principles of collaboration for both indirals and institutions. (See especially
the ACE (1997), Guidelines for College and University LinkageoAd for specific guidance in
developing effective partnerships.)

In essence, these international conversations and guadeduggest that successful partnerships
will commit to doing the following:

» be clear about goals of the partnership

» work with a deepened understanding of each other

» commit internal funding to the partnership, not only gfants

* build for the long-term

» seek broad support from both relevant faculty and adtratiize leaders

» make decisions collaboratively

» operate with written agreements

* have transparency on allocating all funding and otheuress

» address openly the problems of inequality of resourcessleetthe partners

* have transparency on all issues of power and decisi&mga

* be constant in the goals of the partnership

* be open to conflicts and differences of perspective adénstanding and address these

directly and promptly
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* build through consortial and not only single-institutiorkéiges
» agree on and honor ethical and human subjects guidelinelations among partners
and of the partners with communities where researcbrnducted
» actively acknowledge contributions of partners and donor
» reqgularly celebrate the creation, successes, andaerg of difficulties in the
partnership.

U.S. Higher Education Institutions Addressing the Topic ofnternational
Partnerships

In past surveys of the needs and strategies for intenaheducation in the U.S., institutional
partnerships were not a major focus. For examplemajar national conference on
international education held at the University of @ahfa at Los Angeles in 1997, this topic was
addressed only partially (Hawkins, Haro, Kazanjian, Meaked Wiley, 1997).

The attention that was given to the topic at this cemieg did, however, acknowledge the
importance of partnerships to U.S. institutions as ans®f improving international education.
Under the topic of “Strengthening Linkages with Internaldeducation Communities Abroad,”
the conferees concluded that linkages were especially ienmgdor building (1) library holdings,
(2) the corpus of international knowledge in U.S. univiesitand (3) opportunities for advanced
language training and for field research for area andniatienal studies graduate students:

To be effective in building U.S. libraries and foreigaaknowledge, Title VI
programs need to place more emphasis on linkages abrolaihd more
collaboratively with the scholars and institutions ia tareign world. The twenty-first
century is an appropriate time to end some of the motateral modes of international
education and dissemination that perhaps were more nelevthe assumptions of the
cold war and nationalist past periods in Western natis®ducators working abroad,
we have learned that the centers of area studies ssifiplancreasingly are located in
the universities and institutes of those countries. Wbfrles, analysts, and scholars
need the knowledge, the creativity, and resources of armational colleagues in the
areas we study. Their cooperation is essential in thenaéd training in language and
in field research for our graduate students. Scholaradlalso are struggling to
provide education and competence for their peoples to copgltalization and
change. Thus we need them at the table with us in gerglmew knowledge across
the globe for a more innovative, intelligent, universéiicient, just, and sustainable
global system (Wiley, in Hawkins et al., 1997).

The Enlarged Need for Academic Partnerships

More recently, there has been a growing consensus timuoeed for greater support for
academic partnerships abroad that go beyond the sghgiarits to individuals such as the many
Fulbright awards for research and experience abroad.

Increased flows of U.S. faculty and students abroadaasmeeded because, currently and
historically, there have been much greater flows of stisdend visitors from abroad to the U.S.
As a result, international knowledge flows more to coestabroad than to the U.S. For
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instance, in 2001-02, circa 583,000 international students weskeenn U.S. institutions, most
for multiple-year degree programs (lIE, 2003a). By cotitra000-1, after more than doubling
enrollments in U.S. study abroad programs in the degade $991-92, only 154,000 U.S.
students were studying abroad, more than half for only eighks or less (lIE, 2003b).

This new awareness of the importance of good quality pahipsrehat will strengthen
international education at U.S. higher education umsbihs - and not only “deliver services” to
foreign institutions - was reflected recently in tladl by 34 academic associations for a
comprehensive national policy on international educatidmom theAmerican Council on
Educationand theAssociation of American Universitiés theCouncil of Graduate Schogls
American Association of Community Collegasd theSocial Science Research Council
(American Council on Education, 2002). Their statementpe@gdicated on the marked increase
of globalization in educational institutions around theldyooccasioning an expanded need for
deepened collaboration across national, cultural, axguiége barriers.

In their statement in 2002, the educators noted that, “Makenges that global transformation
brings to national security, foreign policy, econonoenpetitiveness, education, the
environment, public health, and other areas call for masmg td.S. citizens with sophisticated
knowledge of other nations.” (American Council on Educat002, p. 9)

As a key strategy to achieve these goals, the 34 assosiaall for a marked enhancement of
institutional linkages abroad. This longer statement extetiedmphasis of another ACE
committee in 1995 which identified “cooperate with instdos in other countries” as one of ten
ground rules for internationalizing U.S. higher educatioBEA1995). We quote the 2002
statement concerning the importance of internationaheestips in full.

Partnerships with higher education institutions abroatlen4 S. colleges and
universities to strengthen their curricula and researadvjge their students and faculty
with opportunities to learn about other countries and cugiaed cooperate in
addressing common issues and problems. They also help parivensities in
developing nations draw upon expanded resources to producadbesleofficials,
managers, scientists, and technicians require to cnestirsble economic growth and
stable societies. Higher education institutions playyeréke in cooperative
development by working with their partners in businessthea community to link with
counterparts around the world, bringing a variety of ressuaod skills to bear on
global problems.

Nationwide efforts should be made to achieve the faigwutcomes:

1. Strengthen, expand, and replicate models of mutuallyfibeh@artnerships
between U.S. education institutions and those abroad.

2. Promote educational exchanges and research colimponath education
institutions abroad, including those chartered in the UrStatkes that build capacity
in foreign institutions and promote language learning andm@ilunderstanding for
U.S. students.

3. Encourage partnership that will facilitate educaticth@mrriculum development in a
wider range of countries and institutions.

4. Encourage partnership for cooperative research andngaomsolve global



problems.

U.S. Government Support for International Higher Education

Since the launching of Sputnik in 1958, the U.S. federal governwith private foundations

and universities and colleges have built the world’stnsomplex and advanced system of
producing international knowledge. This system operatesgh National Resource Centers
with foreign language specialists, libraries, and ldagelties with expertise in foreign areas in a
wide variety of fields (including agriculture, educationalle and medicine, history, politics,
society, economy, and culture). These centers andf#toeilties are treasures of the nation —
serving federal, state, and local government, businessylsata college, press and media, and
public constituencies. Their funds go principally to build amaintain teaching faculties,
instruction, and libraries, and they are financed predominéaiiove 90% in many cases) by the
sponsoring research universities.

The essential catalyst for these centers of wodd and foreign language studies is the U.S.
Department of Education’s (US/ED) Title VI program of tHigher Education Act. This
program supports 120 National Resource Centers in Foreaigguage and International Studies
plus 14 Language Resource Centers (LRCs) and 28 Centéngeforational Business Education
and Research (CIBERS). (The program also funds prodganhsternational Research and
Studies, Undergraduate Programs, American Overseas ReSgarners, the Institute for
International Public Policy, and Technological Innovatsma Cooperation for Foreign
Information Access.) Although Title VI funding per ceniesmall — circa $300,000 each per
annum — it is an important source of funding and leveragadditional university resources for
courses, seminars, lectures, colloquia, library holdifaysjgn area specializations, teaching of
the less commonly taught languages (LCTLs) with native-lagguutors, developing new
learning resources for LCTLs, and offering outreach ressusa the world area to K-12 and
college teachers and classrooms.

In order to teach accurately and freshly, these fasultigently need a continuing flow of new
knowledge, deepened exposure, and new research scholarshgbfimad, including through
foreign colleagues. For these purposes, it is essémtiadintain and build linkages with foreign
scholars and institutions; however, programmatic funesrexdequate to the needs of the
universities and the nation for travel to the relevaotidwregion, expenses of foreign visitors
and teachers, and incentive funding for study and resaérolad in poorer nations.

International partnerships, in addition to providing collabon between U.S. and foreign
scholars, also contribute to U.S. international kndgdein other ways:

» Student experience (college/university and K-12) in languagewdndal studies abroad

* Immersion of U.S. graduate students in and access daainel archival research in
language and area studies in their disciplines or piofess

» U.S. faculty development of language and cultural knowledge

» Research relevant to understanding the social, ecanguoiitical, religious, and historical
realities of particular nations and peoples

» Deepened cultural knowledge of societies with vastlgdsht traditions
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» Knowledge of solutions to issues and problems in U.Sesoftbm foreign models and
experiments
* Development of curricular materials for language aed atudies courses and seminars
» K-12 teacher preparation and collaborative curriculum dgwveént abroad

In short, these partnerships are absolutely essémtia¢ health and growth of U.S. international
education, which is so much needed for the well-being ddtBe and the globe.

In recent years, U.S. government-funded exchange anthgg@rograms have been opened
more to NGOs, after traditionally having been availablaniversities for building contacts and,
sometimes, partnerships abroad. In a period of emphasissb-efficiency, thénteragency
Working Group on U.S. Government-Sponsored International Exchanges and T(&&W1g)

has put new emphasis on cost-effectiveness in all egelssand training programs abroad. This
has resulted in an insistence on alternate approacieslitional university-based exchanges
and training. Specifically, cost savings are being achievedrgw focus on third-country
training, training in the host-country, distance learnimgl, @her technology-based experiences.
As a result, IAWG claims to have served 413,000 participaitks$1.3 billion federal dollars in
FY 2001 as compared with 167,000 participants with $1.6 billion in 18®@&vever, this change
of method also decreases the person-to-person and institodinstitution contacts and
partnerships with U.S. academics. (See IAWG, MeasuhmdPerformance of International
Exchanges and Training Progrgrmsigust 2000, at <http://www.iawg.gov/info/reports>.)

U.S. Government Programs Funding International Higher Edweation Partnerships

In this section, we survey programs of the U.S. governthahiare designed specifically to fund
international higher education partnerships. Faculasgpecialize in various world regions,
both at Title VI centers and at other universities, hagvily for building international
partnerships with modest programs of federal funding ffeerpool of funds for international
development assistance (at the U.S. Agency for latenmal Development - USAID) and for
cultural and educational exchange (originally at the thfsrmation Agency, now incorporated
into the Education and Cultural Affairs Bureau of the Dapant of State).

For our analysis, we have excluded various internatiexatange programs that support
fellowships for U.S. and foreign students, study abroad ogher faculty and student exchanges.
(These include the Fulbright-Hays programs which oftentghe seeds of enduring academic
partnerships.) Consistent with the definition of paghgys in this chapter, we also have
excluded government programs that contract with U.S. uistits to perform “service delivery”
abroad unless these projects are specifically conducthohwr seek to create a foreign
academic partnership. We have not included some otheresoafrunding for partnership
activities from programs at NSF and NIH that are notifipally designated for funding
academic linkages, even though they sometimes are usearfoership activitie$ Finally, we
have excluded private foundations, which historically warergortant source of support for
academic partnerships abroad.

We begin by describing the major U.S. government programeédered by three U.S.
agencies, the U.S. Department of State, USAID, antlt8e Department of Education (US/ED).
Then we offer some comments about trends in thesegmsgand public policies regarding
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them that have emerged over the past two decades.g&aty of websites of these programs is
provided in Appendix C.)

1. The U.S. Department of State Bureau of Educational and Cultural AffairsgCA)

During the past 20 years, various State Department prodravesmade more than 700
partnership project awards involving 250 U.S. colleges and urtiesrsi 47 states, linked with
higher education institutions in approximately 135 countfliés. disciplines represented by
large numbers of these partnerships are social sciandgssychology (213), business (196),
and education and library science (159) (Educational Partpd?sbgrams, n.d. circa 2002). The
programs have leveraged considerable additional fundsatlypieith a 60% university match

for the 40% government funding.

Four State Department programs for funding educationtigrahips are described below.
Figure 1 shows the number of grants made by the State Departinert1982 under each of
these programs.

Figure 1:
Number of Grants by State Department Programs
for International Higher Education Partnerships, 1982-2002
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a) Fulbright Educational Partnerships Program —This first U.S. government program to

fund international higher education partnerships bega882, almost a decade before other
partnership programs. Originally named @alege and University Affiliations Program

(CUAP), it was administered by the U.S. Information Age(USIA). In 1999, the program was
incorporated into the State Department’s Bureau of EducatmebCultural Affairs (ECA) and
renamed th&ducational Partnerships Progra(EPP); then in 2002, it was labeled as the
Fulbright Educational Partnerships Progranihroughout the two decades of its history to 2002,
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its broad mandate has remained largely the same, aasl ftihded 452 partnership programs in
the arts, humanities, law, education, and social segenc

Award amounts are small, usually a maximum of $120,000 okee tfears, and may be used for
faculty and staff development, curriculum developmeoliaborative research, and outreach
activities. Each year, the State Department setswelawide-ranging purposes for each world
region and designates certain countries as eligibdetr{€&ships in Newly Independent States
(NIS) of the former Soviet Union are not eligible unttgs program but are administered
separately, as described below.)

Among the diverse programs funded by the EPP is a paripensWWomen’s Studies between
Southern lllinois University (SIU) and Kinnard College Rakistan) and Dhaka University (in
Bangladesh). Under the partnership, a Women’s Studies toegparwas launched at Dhaka
University and a new course was developed at SIU on “Cratipa Perspectives on Women in
South Asia.” Another award by this program partners Unityeo$ California, Davis with the
University of the Republic in Uruguay to create an environaiesaience studies program at the
University in Uruguay and to develop their faculty’s abilyaddress environmental problems.

The EPP program has been significantly reduced during théyeagears 1998-2002, when the
number of grants averaged 16 per year, compared to an avé2xppey year during the
previous 16 years. During 1998-2002, the number of awards fundedheopnogram’s “base
budget” has declined even more markedly to an average ol bmyants per year. A significant
portion of the funding for the shrinking number of awasdsaming from other funding sources
with specific geographical or functional mandates, ngrired Support for Eastern European
Democracy(SEED) Act,Education for Development and Democracy Initia{@®DI), and
U.S.-North Africa Economic Partnershid SNAEP).

b) College and University Development Program in Business &hagement— This program
existed only from 1991-94 to support partnerships exclusively iméss management in
Eastern Europe. It was funded by appropriations under the $eERassed by Congress in
1990. The Act called for establishing “sister institution pamgs between American and East
European schools and universities, towns and cities, ard iotitutions in such fields as
medicine and health care, business management, envirohpr@tégtion, and agriculture.”
Most of the 51 grants under this program ranged from $60,000 to $3%50@¥eraged
$174,500.

c) FREEDOM Support Educational Partnerships Program— This program, originally
organized as thHdewly Independent States (NIS) College and University PartnershipsaiRrogr
andNIS Community College Partnerships Progrdands partnerships with higher education
institutions in 12 countries of Eurasia (Armenia, AzedngiBelarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistakrdihe, and Uzbekistan). The program
is funded by the FREEDOM Support Act (FSA), adopted in 1982s@ partnerships are for the
same types of collaborative activities as the EPP progn a variety of academic fields:
business/accounting/trade; social, political, and econsamces; public administration/public
policy; journalism/media studies; law; education/civic ediar/continuing education; and
library science. The largest number of awards has ibdamsiness administration. For example,
the University of Nebraska-Lincoln received four awards uttadsrprogram to partner with



11
Khujand State University in Tajikistan and Kyrgyz 8tainiversity (KSU) in Kyrgyzstan to
develop graduate-level business classes at KSU and establishjik Center for
Entrepreneurial Management, an accredited business sah&dlujand.

During the past 10 years, the FSA Program partnershifik bath more and larger grants of up
to $300,000 - received double the funding ($40.8 million) of the @BR®.0 million). (The larger
number of FREEDOM Support grants — 167 over a period of 118 yeia shown in Figure 1.)

d) Specialized Projects -Beginning in 1994, the Specialized Projects program funded edrget
projects in Eastern Europe and Eurasia/NIS that are rhiteld to [a] specific previously
selected foreign partner, country, and objective.” Thhesd are quite different from broader
partnership programs under which the U.S. and foreign pariaee some latitude in
determining the objectives and types of activities. Miast,not all, of these partnerships include
universities or colleges. For example, the Univerditytashington has received three awards
under this program to partner with the Tirana Universggidgogical Research Institute and the
Albanian Ministry of Education in a civic education prajdtat has trained more than 2,700
primary and secondary teachers in democratic citizenslipagion and has developed
curriculum and educational materials.

In 1994-2002, 47 Specialized Project grants totaling $17.7 millive been awarded. Grants
ranged from $50,000 to $1.9 million and averaged $376,600. Grants leav&ibded from
several sources: SEED, FSA, CIVITAS (a program offI5and State Department for
exchanges between U.S. and foreign leaders in civic g#dagaand, in a few cases, the ECA
base budget.

e) Other Smaller Programs— State Department Bureaus or mission offices somgtime
administer specific competitions for partnerships. Fangxde, in 2001-2002, the brief
Educational Partnerships Program for Algeria and Tunisiaded nine partnership programs
valued at $1.8 million. The.S.- Egyptian University Partnership Prograsnadministered by
the Binational Fulbright Commission to provide two4ygeants of $80,000 in the humanities,
social sciences, and sciences, especially in manageaneatstudies (including American
studies), educational development and administratian,lilarary and information science, and
the social, economic, and political sciences.

2. U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID)

Parallel to trends in State Department programs, USR®funded several broad partnership
programs and an increasing number of specialized programe & these programs have been
administered directly by USAID. Since 1998, however, thaye been administered by two non-
governmental organizations, as described below.

a) University Development Linkages Project (UDLP) 4n 1991, USAID began its programs
supporting higher education partnerships with the UDLP pnogfhese partnerships were
designed to be relevant to the developing country or retpasupport USAID’s program goals
there, to engender long-term commitments by U.S. highera&dodo local needs in developing
countries. The UDLP sought to do this with developing tgwounterparts as full partners and
not simply as beneficiaries. The institutional matajuneed by the UDLP program resulted in
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aggregate university expenditures of $43.5 million to matcAlDS total grants of $23.5
million. Appoximately one-tenth of the applications wereded.

This program was seen as an “alternative to traditid®#ID projects” where “universities
compete for contracts whose terms and amounts aredix&iSAID” (USAID, 1995a). An
Interim Evaluation report on the program stated:

One of the hallmarks of the UDLP project is the indelemce it offers linkage
partners with respect to setting the objectives and dlewvef the performance
targets and work plans on which their performance wijludged (Management
Systems International, Inc., 1996).

In the period 1991-95, UDLP funded 42 linkages in 29 countries. Gireahird of the UDLP
projects were focused each on population and health, etogoowth and democracy building,
and environmental issues. They were about evenly divided amhogeggworld areas: Latin
America and the Caribbean, Africa, and Asia and the Heaat. The grants ranged from
$300,000 to $1.5 million, with an average size of $564,000, consigieraé than the
USAID'’s Institutional Partnerships program that reptad or the State Department’'s EPP
program.

b) Programs administered by ALO— In 1998, USAID entered into a five-year Cooperative
Agreement for managing higher education partnership progratmshei Association Liaison
Office for University Cooperation in Development (AL@The agreement has been extended
through September 2004.) ALO is a collaboration amongriigg@r higher education
association$.These ALO programs support partnerships in developméats fielevant to the
missions of USAID, thereby complementing the focuthefState Department’s EPP programs
on the humanities, social sciences, law, and educatiaghe period 1998-2002, ALO-
administered programs have supported 146 partnerships. Throughhi@ézhan 100 U.S.
institutions and 113 developing country institutions have ppaied, with 54 partnerships in
Africa, 51 in Latin America and the Caribbean, 28 in Asid the Near East, and 13 in Europe
and Eurasia. (These summary statistics compiled by éb @ot include the “Special Request
for Applications” conducted at the end of 2002, describedlin below.)

b.1) Institutional Partnerships in Higher Education for International Development —The
ALO Institutional Partnerships Program began in 1998, waryyafter the last UDLP grants
were awarded. Partnerships funded under this ALO programexplititly further at least one
of the Strategic Objectivesf the USAID mission in the relevant country. ke tfive annual
competitions of the program thus far (1998-2002), 99 partnershigsbegn funded,
approximately one of every five applications submitteklelthe EPP program, the grant
amounts are quite small — no more than $100,000 for two-te-tle@s — with a required
institutional match of at least 25 percent. In 2002, an iatdit Special Request for Applications
(RFA) for $125,000 awards was administered in which partnersiaigressing any of six
worldwide USAID “areas of strategic interest” weregddle. (Thirty awards under this Special
RFA are not included in the aggregate statistics above).

Partnerships in South Africa account for 20 awards undeptbgram, the largest number of
any country. One example of these is Howard Universggogect with the University of
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Transkei (UNITRA) to design an Internet-based educatiogram to teach emergency medicine
practice and principles to South African physicians andasurMexico is another site of many of
these partnerships. For example, Texas A & M Universipartnering with three member
institutions of the Consorcio Técnico del Noreste deibtéto develop sustainable grazing land
production systems in northeast Mexico and south T&tesprogram involves faculty and
student exchanges to bolster binational research, educatid development efforts, plus
development of extension-type publications.

b.2) Special Initiatives— ALO administers these competitions for partnersfapsvhich the
foreign partner and purpose are specified by USAID. Althdugltual institutional objectives”
are supposed to be pursued, “projects must adhere to thecspemifiam objectives [to] meet
the needs of populations identified for training.” Somehefit are large projects, such as in
Rwanda, Macedonia, and El Salvador, with awards of $3.@mil#2.3 million, and $1.4

million respectively. Others are competitions for nplét smaller awards, such as 35 grants in
2001 for partnerships for economic growth with higher educanstitutions in Mexico or seven
grants for partnerships in 2000 for various purposes withiutishs in the West Bank and Gaza.

b.3) Workforce Training Partnership Programs —For two years (1998 and 1999), ALO
administered this program to engage U.S. community cdl@ginternational partnerships,
making 17 awards of no more than $50,000 and totaling $1.4 millibis &lso was one of the
themes in ALO’s Special Request for Applications ih28002, and two relevant awards were
made.)

¢) The United Negro College Fund Special Programs (UNCF$PThe second of USAID’s
Cooperative Agreements for administering international migbeacation partnerships is with the
UNCFSP and began in 1999. The three UNCFSP programslasbelow have supported 47
partnerships from 1999-2003.

c.1) International Development Partnerships (IDP) -USAID created the IDP program to
fund international partnerships of U.S. Historicalla&{ Colleges and Universities (HBCUS).
Like the ALO Institutional Partnerships, the IDPs mastinked to Strategic Objectives of
USAID missions. From 1999 to 2003, the IDP program funded 2@graHips in 21 countries
with awards of $200,000 for two-to-three years. For eXxaniuskegee University and Assiut
University in Egypt developed a project on water resouan@s Grambling State University and
the State University of Armenia developed a projectusiness curricula development.

c.2) EDDI Partnerships —UNCFSP has administered partnership awards to furthg@utipeses

of the Education for Development and Democracy Inga(EDDI), an initiative of the Clinton
Administration after his visit to Africa in 1998. Nine paetship grants have been awarded, each
for $200,000. These are in addition to many other individwalr@s made through the State
Department EPP and ALO Institutional Partnerships progtaat have been funded all or in

part from EDDI funds.

c.3) Tertiary Education Linkage Projects (TELP) - In 1999 and 2000, UNCFSP administered
competitions open to all U.S. higher education institgtimnestablish partnerships with each of
the 17 Historically Disadvantaged Institutions (HDI®pth universities and technikons - in
South Africa. The three-year partnerships were fundedgdo $460,000 each.
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(In this survey we have not included the Cross HemispRartnerships for promoting Latin
American Studies for Teacher Trainers at HBCUs bectiggeare capacity-building awards for
the U.S. institution rather than partnership activitied significantly affect both institutions.)

3. U.S. Department of Education(US/ED)

Separate from the Title VI international education paots (describe above), the US/EDnd

for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educaffeli? SE) operates three programs to support
international partnerships in three world areas - Nartierica, the European Community, and
Brazil. These programs offer four-year grants focusedreating international consortia to
facilitate student exchanges and multilateral curricdéarelopment. The partnerships must
include more than one U.S. institution and a parallelberrof foreign partners. The foreign
institutions in the consortia are awarded additionadi$uoy their governments, a unique feature
of these US/ED partnership programs.

In the first six years of the program (1996-2002),Rhegram for North American Mobility in
Higher Educatiorfunded 49 projects among U.S., Mexican, and Canadiarutists with a
current maximum of $225,000 per grant of FIPSE funding. lisdinee period, thEuropean
Community-United States of America Cooperation Program in Higher Educationcmadidnal
Education and Trainindpas provided $13.1 million for 79 partnership grants of up to $200,000
for each U.S. partner. (The European Community encorpd$sWestern European countries.)
In its first two years (2001-02), théS-Brazil Higher Education Consortia Programade 10
awards per year of up to $210,000 each, totaling $4.1 millionp@rggam funded by the
European Community program involves lead partners at FramgdRCommunity College (in
Colorado) and at Groenhorst College (in the Nether)ainds curriculum development and
exchange program for veterinary nurses and technicians.

Observations about Government Funding Programs for HighelEducation
Partnerships

Beginning in the World War |l years, U.S. universitiesénavong history of participating in
international programs of the U.S. government. Higleication institutions have conducted
research on foreign areas to create a large corpasolasship about the world, provided
foreign area and language expertise and training foruimerg and future generations, and
offered personnel and consultants on foreign areasni@ag in the 1960s, some universities
were engaged directly in overseas projects, such aslding or enriching curricula of higher
education institutions in the “developing countries.”

Only in the 1980s, however, did the U.S. government begurs¢ higher education institutions
explicitly for building more enduring partnerships with pestitutions abroad. In the midst of
the Cold War, there was an aim to “win friends and inflegmeople” abroad, especially through
the U.S. Information Agency (USIA). These partngrstof colleges and universities with peer
institutions abroad served the national interests agefiart of a broad effort to promote the U.S.
political and economic system abroad and to build mutgalhgstructive linkages of Americans
with foreign governments and non-governmental publicsjr®agy in 1982, this objective was
implemented through the USIBollege and University Affiliation Prograigmow the Fulbright
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Educational Partnerships Program — EPP) which allowedfat@lty in the humanities, social
sciences, communications, library science, and otkeaad sciences areas to choose foreign
partners with whom they identified mutual interestghimearly 1990s, USAID also saw the
value of higher education partnerships and created the Ws&pport similar linkages for
more directly development-focused fields - agriculthesglth and medicine, education, and the
sciences.

These government-funded international education prograthe &tate Department, USAID,

and Department of Education, of course, are designed tobmebroad and particular strategic
foreign policy objectives. Beyond that general propositwmat more can be discerned about the
impacts of the government’s changing foreign policy objeston international higher

education partnerships from a review of the programs atiee@frants they have made?

Congressional Funding for International Higher Education Partneships: One indicator of
priorities - and the basic framework which drives spendimgsas - is what money Congress
allocates and what conditions it places on those furtis general pattern of the past decade has
been to increasingly allocate funds for specific fangaglicy objectives, especially for Eastern
Europe and the NIS states after the Cold War. Thubgirearly 1990s and again since 1997,
much more funding has been allocated for partnershipstlmierRREEDOM Support and SEED
Acts — which fund partnerships only for Eurasia and Ea&erape, respectively — than from the
State Department ECA Bureau’s base budget. Thereforenfyadailable through State
Department partnership programs has favored those worth=egignificantly, where, after the
Cold War, the U.S. gave priority to promoting free entsgoand Western-style democratic
institutions.

In the five-year period of 1993-97, the State Department pmegadiocated almost three times
more funding to partnerships in Eastern Europe and Euhasiartall other world regions
combined. That focus on these two regions was increas&i®8102, with 4.4 times the level of
funding for Eastern Europe and Eurasia compared to all wihwd regions. (Specifically, the
percentage of State Department funding by region foffitleésyear period was as follows:
Eurasia (69%), Europe (13%), Sub-Saharan Africa (6%), ltatiarican and Caribbean (3%),
East Asia, Pacific, and Southeast Asia (4%), NortlicAfand Near East (5%), South Asia (less
than 1%).) The table iRigure 2 shows the value of grants for higher education partnership f
each world region by the State Department and by USat@dch year from 1991-2002. In
Figures 2 through 4, “Eurasia” includes the 12 “Newly Indepen8tates” identified in the
description of the FREEDOM Support Educational Partnergbipgram (on page 10).



Figure 2:

Value of Grants for Higher Education Partnerships, by World Region

I. Grants by State Department (1993-2002)
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East Asia,
Sub- Latin Pacific, North
Saharan | America & | Southeast Africa,
Africa Caribbean Asia Near East [ South Asia| Europe Eurasia | Worldwide
1993 $159,893| $643,344 $300,000 $99,618| $100,000| $1,868,811] $3,783,667| $6,955,333
1994 408,353 472,855 433,437 213,840 203,840] 3,020,949 6,062,139 10,815,413
1995 355,570 336,428 600,000 239,119 120,000| 2,478,691 103,675| 4,233,483
1996 450,226 427,434 470,228 95,799 0 818,371 579,890] 2,841,948
1997 693,070 436,644 472,270 0 0] 2,299,539] 1,309,726 5,211,249
1998 231,460 323,854 239,415 233,866 119,900 585,900, 6,323,300 8,057,695
1999 477,256 412,400 479,881 232,343 0 704,434| 11,334,709] 13,641,023
2000 299,740 249,297 409,774 125,000 0 608,143| 7,622,500] 9,314,454
2001 1,947,438 359,210 810,780 579,000 0] 2,214,339] 6,013,836] 11,924,603
2002 339,883 239,612 477,210] 1,561,544 118,890| 3,167,808| 7,172,790 13,077,737
1993-02 | $5,362,889| $3,901,078| $4,692,995| $3,380,129| $662,630|$17,766,985| $50,306,232| $86,072,938
Il. Grants by U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) (1991-2002)
East Asia,
Sub- Latin Pacific, North
Saharan | America & | Southeast Africa,
Africa Caribbean Asia Near East [ South Asia| Europe Eurasia | Worldwide
1991 $1,081,987| $3,246,949 $0| $166,666| $1,994,813 $0 $0| $6,490,415
1992 4,994,916| 1,866,661 500,000] 1,000,000 750,000 0 0] 9,111,577
1993 2,997,206| 2,183,389| 2,237,738 0 0 0 0] 7,418,333
1994 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1995 1,300,000 0 0 0 494,285 0 0] 1,794,285
1996 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1998 1,332,587 890,683 99,817 0 147,994 0 49,579 2,520,660
1999 5,198,675 1,747,563 388,215 0 299,778 298,289 240,354 8,172,874
2000 10,350,486 697,878 0 994,063 100,000 0 399,325] 12,541,752
2001 1,346,861] 1,055,968 200,000 99,739 399,126| 2,424,675 62,420] 5,588,789
2002 2,196,843| 3,866,276 596,315 850,000 198,807 99,996 299,955 8,108,192
1991-02 | $30,799,561]|$15,555,367| $4,022,085]| $3,110,468| $4,384,803| $2,822,960, $1,051,633| $61,746,877

Note: USAID data begin earlier (in 1991) than State Department data because a major USAID program began then
and because no grants were made from USAID higher education partnership programs in 1994, 1996, and 1997.

USAID funding for programs devoted to higher educationaheaships is broadly intended to
help that agency meet its development-related goalsefme, funding is directed to
partnerships in countries which have USAID missions batirhatch USAID country-specific

Strategic Objectives. After an initial large-scale inremnt in UDLP grants (averaging a total of

$6.2 million annually) and a hiatus of no grants in 1994 and 199638 USAID switched to
the smaller $100,000 ALO grants in 1998 (averaging a total of $i8idmin 1998-2002).

Based on USAID’s focus on development, 56% of funding proMteough all USAID
partnership programs in 1998-2002 supported programs in Africa and 2ti&dfprograms in
Latin America. Partnerships in other world regions wareled as follows: Eastern Europe

(7%), North Africa and the Near East (6%), East A4td), Eurasia (3%), and South Asia (3%).
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This summary of State Department and USAID funding aedutiher detailed data presented in
the table ifFigure 2 reveal that the foreign policy objectives being pursuethéystate
Department focused heavily on Eurasia and Eastern Euroge, W8AID funding geared to
development objectives was directed to the poorer natib8sb-Saharan Africa especially and
Latin America secondarily.

The bar graph ifrigure 3 indicates the regional distribution of funding for higkducation
partnerships aggregated from both the State Department@AiDUor two time periods, 1991-
97 and 1998-2002. (1991 was chosen as the beginning point becaud&'s8Agrams for
funding higher education partnerships began in that yearen@e higher levels of funding
granted by the State Department (compared to USAID), Euraseived considerably more
funding for partnerships during the past five years than ey oegion, followed by Sub-
Saharan Africa.

Figure 3:
Funding for International Higher Education Partnership Grants by State Department
and USAID, by World Region (1991-1997 and 1998-2002)
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Definition and Administration of Funding Programs for Higher Education Partnerships:
Within the broad funding priorities determined by Congrdssadministering agencies in the
Executive Branch can further refine their objectives pinorities as they structure, apportion,
and administer specific programs. Thus, by defining ther@ and the requirements for each
program, the agencies shape what awards will be made.

There has been a significant trend on the part of thetistate Department and USAID to
establish programs that mandate specific purposes for p=nippee Different government
partnership programs define differently the countries giores for the partnership, the
objectives, academic fields, type of linkage activitees] sometimes even the specific foreign
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institution as partner. The most restrictive of thegpams resemble normal USAID, State
Department, or NIH contracts that might provide trainggyipment, and supplies in fields such
as Teaching English as a Second Language, agriculture, lsusiaeagement, and tropical
disease research. From the point of view of the bigher education institutions, this model
may not conform well with best practices for developingually beneficial international
partnerships discussed earlier in this chapter.

The most tightly defined programs are the State Depatt8Betialized Projects (begun in
1994) and the Specialized Initiatives administered by ALQJBAID (begun in 1999). In each
Request for Proposalthese programs define the foreign partner, the spedjective, the field,
and the types of activities. On the other end of thetspaads the Fulbright Educational
Partnerships Program (EPP), the premier partnership pragetras funded partnerships in
many countries and in many fields, originally locatechemt)SIA. As was stated in 2002, “This
RFGP (Request for Grant Proposals) for the FulbrightcBtional Partnerships Program does
not prescribe specific project objectives, but establidheparameters within which applicants
are invited to propose projects.”

Somewhere in the middle of the spectrum are progranfsas the State Department’s
FREEDOM Support program for the 12 Eurasian countries aldMSTELP program for
South Africa that are limited to specific countrieg@gions but that leave the partners some
latitude to define the fields and activities of the pasthps. US/ED’s FIPSE International
Programs dictate a focus on student exchange, whicly ia@ddressed by programs funded by
the State Department or USAID. However, the acadéeiits can be defined by the partners
and have been quite diverse.

The ALO Institutional Partnerships and UNCFSP Inteamati Development Partnerships for
HBCUs are defined quite specifically, requiring that paghips further a Strategic Objective of
the USAID mission in the relevant country. Nevertes)dhese are the least restrictive of the
USAID programs, leaving relatively more latitude to the padito determine exactly what they
will do, provided that the partners’ interests broadlyainaine of the USAID Strategic
Objectives. (Uncharacteristically, broader worldwideedepment themes were addressed in the
ALO Institutional Partnerships special competitionatt 2002 and in 2003).

During 1998-02, the two State Department and USAID tightlyaddfspecialized programs
granted $26.5 million for 74 partnerships programs (averagriog $358,000 each). Toward the
other end of the spectrum, the EPP, ALO Institutioretrierships, and IDP programs awarded
approximately $27.7 million for 223 partnerships (averaging 24,200 each) for purposes
that the partners had relatively more scope to defirigein proposals.

Furthermore, the funding available for these more Hyedefined programs, which provided
more choice for the proposing partners, has been deglim 1998-02, the State Department’s
budget in the Education and Cultural Affairs Bureau forER® program funded only an
average of 11 partnerships per year, while the State Dagatrallocated more grants through
other programs. In the 2002 EPP competition, for exampia;ds were made for only one
partnership in South Asia; two each in Africa, Latin émoa, and North Africa and the Near
East; four in East Asia; and six in Eastern Europe. i§has extraordinarily small number of
awards for an annual nationwide competition for a progrehencompasses the entire world.
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The decrease in the number of partnership grants made BPth represents a significant loss to
the U.S. higher education community in the support format@®nal partnerships that are
defined more by the higher education partners than by shiftatg Bepartment priorities.
Although no systematic study has been undertaken of thetigéiness and sustainability of
partnerships funded by the different programs, we hypothésa partnerships that allow the
partners to choose the fields and outcomes for thigir yvork are more likely to precipitate
enduring cooperation over time and to create a larger neeabtnansformation of both
partnering institutions. This is consistent with the hizpsts of an Interim Evaluation of the
UDLP program that partnership programs between institutitatshad no pre-existing
relationships “are more at risk” for management probl@vtenagement Systems International,
Inc., 1996).

At USAID, too, the funding pattern among programs witlfiediig degrees of specification
about partnership activities has changed significantly dahegast dozen years. The UDLP
program in 1991-95 provided $24.8 million for 44 partnership progranereak the ALO
Institutional Partnerships and UNCFSP IDP programs teggttovided only $17.3 million for
143 partnership awards in 1998-2002. The earlier USAID UDLP gnaeis considerably more
generous than those of the current ALO Institutionalfeaships Program; UDLP’s average
grant amount was $564,000 as compared to ALO Institutionaid?ahip grants of up to
$100,000 and IDP’s grants of up to $200,000. Like the State DeparfRéngrants, the ALO
Institutional Partnership awards are conceived as seets ghan foster new partnerships that the
institutions involved should seek to make sustainable witkraburces of funding after the
USAID support ends.

Despite the more modest funding for broadly-defined, ldpweent-related partnerships, the total
amount of USAID funding for higher education partnershigsihereased during the past five
years due to the addition of programs with specified pugposeonstituencies — the Specialized
Initiatives with strictly-defined and quite varied purposgs2(6 million, 1998-2002), the TELP
linkages program for South Africa ($8.3 million, 1999-2000), aedE# program for broadly-
defined partnerships for U.S. HBCUs ($4.0 million, 1999-2003).tigrels in USAID

partnership programs overall can be viewed as somewhatetdrn to USAID’s approach

before the UDLP program, which was seen at that terenaalternative way for USAID to
provide significant support to higher education internatipaainerships that would be more
appropriate than traditional contracts.

The US/ED FIPSE programs target regions where forgigieats can be recruited to study in
the U.S and U.S. students will study abroad. The Nonterican Mobility program also is
consonant with U.S. promotion of NAFTA. The partnershwgs the European Community
target Western Europe, an area not included in recenepsinip programs of either USAID or
the State Department but where U.S. students oftem &wdying abroad.

Figure 4 shows the total funding for international higher educapiartnerships for each world
region during the most recent five-year period from tined agencies — State Department,
USAID, and US/ED. It reveals the emphasis of théeSbeepartment on the former Soviet
Republics and Eastern Europe; of USAID on Africa and,lesser extent, on Latin America;
and of US/ED on Latin America and Western Europe. Adthiegunding from US/ED brings
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the total amount of grants for Latin America somewtiaser to the amount for Africa, but fully
half of the funding available for Latin America ig the student exchange and curriculum
development projects sought by US/ED. Taken togethegebgraphic distribution of the
partnership programs of all three agencies during 1998-2002 issi&aral Eastern Europe -
44%; Sub-Saharan Africa — 21%; Latin America and the Caaiibbel8%; Western Europe —
9%; North Africa and the Near East — 4%; East Asiaitlsgast Asia and the Pacific — 3%, and
South Africa — 1%.

Figure 4:
Funding for International Higher Education Partnership Grants by
the State Department, USAID, and Department of Education, 1998-2002
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Conclusion

At the international education conference at Duke Uniweirs 2003, U.S. Under Secretary of
Education, Eugene W. Hickok, noted the urgency in this newrpiisinium world for
addressing the greatest challenge for the U.S., spelsifictrnational ignorance. He called for

... an interdependent world, an internationalist world any nation’s political economic
upheaval is every nation’s business. No nation can akoighbre what is going on
anywhere, any time, in this world. . . . The greateatlehge, it seems to me, is ignorance.
The lack of adequate education . . . (and) within the Unitat$. . . to know better the
world beyond its borders. (2003, pp 5-6)

We have seen in this analysis that higher education psinips with institutions abroad serve
two vital functions for the U.S. and its citizens - erdiag U.S. higher education capacity in
foreign area, international, and foreign language studnd furthering many of the foreign
policy goals of the U.S. administration and Congress.
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Clearly, these partnerships are important means afasang U.S. expertise about foreign areas,
expertise that is given higher priority in a securipyascious period. Through the flow of
knowledge from abroad to the research universities wheradtion’s academic and advanced
research leadership is created and sustained, the quaktgobing, research, and outreach is
improved. Partnerships also are important for four-gedrcommunity colleges in building
their capacity for more internationalized education witproved language and study abroad
programs for the associates and baccalaureate degrees.

Indeed, students and faculty need experience abroad far ljghlity teaching about foreign
countries and their languages, politics, economies,jorgand societies, and partnerships are
the most effective foundation for building deeper and higjoatity undergraduate study abroad
and for faculty and graduate student research abroadlditioa, the almost 150 Title VI centers
on foreign area, international, foreign language, atetmational business need much more
interchange with their foreign partners and experietread if they are to more expertly fulfill
their mandate to be “National Resource Centers” feegument, communities, business, NGOs,
and the broad community of K-12 and post-secondary instigtio

Both U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige and Undetaegieugene Hickok have made
clear the importance for the U.S. higher education conityiof new mandates to engage in
exchange and partnerships abroad. Specifically, theydadieel for U.S. action to (1) forge new
friendships abroad and deepen old ones, (2) broaden our edatéiicus to build international
relations abroad, (3) deepen our engagement of all edudgirof@ssionals in international
arenas, (4) expand the learning about other nations imis¢gloolleges, and universities, as well
as in continuing education, (5) broaden our emphasis irmidandor exposure to other
languages, cultures, and peoples, (6) teach more languagesetchildren at a younger age,
(7) increase our international exchange of faculty amdesits in order to enrich the educational
culture of our schools and post-secondary education, @)gage ourselves with educators and
policy-makers in UNESCO and other educational arenasdbro

As we have noted earlier, partnerships serve vital iumsiof U.S. foreign policy, and the U.S.
State Department and USAID have invested in partnersimps $982. In the five years 1998-
2002, the annual federal budget for partnership programs (by tleeC®tpartment, USAID, and
US/ED) averaged $22.5 million per year, and the amoutieimost recent year (2002) was
$27.3 million. The apparent lack of priority accorded thessénerships, which are so vital to

the nation and its universities, is reflected in the tiaat this average annual budget of all U.S.
agencies for partnerships is less than two days ofrthesd budget for U.S. economic assistance
for Egypt and Israel ($13 million per day). To develop thedeages for increasing U.S.
knowledge in a globalizing period, there is a pressing neaeghfancrease, not a decrease, of
U.S. exchanges, partnerships, and other linkages abroad.

The task is made somewhat less daunting by the factanethace costs of communication with
the Internet, other electronic connectivity, and the redwosts of international air fares. The
new communications systems also facilitate the cottaiove development of international
curriculum, foreign language learning through distance legrand language-across-the-
curriculum, and the interpersonal knowledge created sopat experience abroad.
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Equal in importance to funding more U.S.-initiated partnessts the challenge to approach
these partnerships and our foreign colleagues with acoewnitment to treating them as equal
partners in the global system. In the new globatipalieconomy, these foreign partners
rightfully expect from us more careful attention to igin resource sharing and power,
transparency in all our dealings, collegiality in reshand publication, a rejection of cultural or
national superiority, and reciprocity in teaching, learnarg] scholarly exchange. Only
partnerships based on this mutuality will have the inliesangth to endure the vicissitudes of
historical change that can create a truly global anetrdemocratic culture in the world’s higher
education community.
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Appendix A

Guidelines of Best Practices for Partnerships betweerertiary Institutions in Africa
and their Foreign Partners

The following are some principles that are likely to mefcommon practice among effective,
mutually beneficial, and enduring partnerships. Because attenal partnerships between
tertiary institutions and their faculty, administratoand students are diverse in their purposes
and methods, any criteria for best practices shoulth@applied rigidly. They reflect lessons
from both some successful and some failed partnershtpgbn African and foreign partners.

The principles in this statement have been developgdriiconversations among the African
and U.S. members of: (1) thegher Education Forunof theU.S./South Africa Binational
Commissiommeeting in Cape Town and Washington, and also (2) thoseatiénded the
conference ocademic Partnerships with South Africans for Mutual Capacity Building
(October 18 -21, 1998), co-sponsored by Michigan State Univensityhe Historically
Disadvantaged Institutions Forum, the Committee on T&ohririncipals, and the South
African Universities' Vice Chancellors' AssociatiombSequently, the first draft was circulated
among approximately 25 persons experienced in partnershypsdret.S. and South African
higher education institutions. In April 2000, their suggestwere incorporated by David Wiley
into this draft from other African partners.

» Clarity about goals - As they enter a partnership, the participants sebk tdear about
their goals, personal and institutional, and about wieat tining to the collaboration and
want to receive from it. These goals should be shapedlp with each other early in the
relationship.

» Consortial linkages- Where possible, the partners work through consortiahgements
with multiple universities in order to maximize the a#iacies in using resources and to
encourage widened collaboration within Africa and betwAseisan and other foreign
partners.

* Understand each other- Partners work seriously to learn about the othertungtn, its
constraints, strengths, and limitations, and to acqtt@npartner with their own institution.

* Provide internal funding - The partner institutions commit some of their dwnds to the
relationship, not relying only on external support. The gastare innovative in seeking to
direct institutional resources to the partnership, su¢hrasigh asymmetrical study abroad
programs that bring African post-graduates to study indargistitutions in exchange for
foreign undergraduates studying in Africa.

»  Build for the long-term - Partner institutions expect to develop a long-terntiogighip of
at least five to ten years so that knowledge about@hen and mutually beneficial
collaboration can develop, deepen, and broaden.
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Broad support - The partnership has the support and commitment oftbetrelevant
faculty and the administrative leaders of the partreitirtions.

Joint decision-making- As they develop an agreement, partners will seekriouramn
methods for decision-making, which activities are to beymarsand what resources will be
used. This requires carefully listening to each other amitliagness to seek understandings
and consensus around mutually acceptable resolutions dainlevilifferences of

judgments and perceptions.

Written agreement - After these goals are understood, a written agreeisméeeteloped
that describes the purposes and goals of the partnerghigstburces that each institution
brings to the partnership, methods of seeking externairfgncheans of documenting
progress of the relationship, and a method of perioditiatran. The agreement is not be
considered a legal and financial contract but a stateaie@ammitment and intent.

Transparency on funding andother resources- On issues of funding, there is
transparency in the sources, amounts, requirementsrgayeand all intended uses of
funds obtained in the names of the partners, includingeprgsentations made to potential
funders. Neither partner will be engaged in covert oreteesearch or operations in the
project. Transparency requires sharing the expectatiosstio the donor and the users to
address problems that may arise around different custeangistitutional regulations in
using and accounting for the expenditure of funds.

Addressing inequality of resources In allotting funding, the partners take into accotet t
unequal resources that are available to the partneutimtg and their individual faculty
members. In seeking to build a relationship of inclusiwitgt aquity, the partnerships adhere
to a policy of equal opportunity for all regardless of rathnicity, nationality, gender, age,
or sexual orientation.

Transparency on issues of power The partners seek to be transparent about theingfer
roles of leaders and stakeholders and the differing atittaord power in the relationship.
They usually will document and share these understgadmfacilitate communication and
to clarify responsibilities. This information will béared with all participating personnel.

Constancy of goals In the event that there are changes in the institatileadership of
one of the partners, every effort will be made todndhe original goals and activities of the
partners as established in the original agreement and subsegqgetiations.

Addressing conflict - If conflict develops, the core leadership team wilalsted and they
will meet and communicate to address the concerns amedastablish a productive working
relationship among the partners.

Ethical and human subjects guidelines In partnerships involving research, the most
stringent human subjects standards and ethics will apmi, &s in the human subjects
regulations and the Ethical Guidelines of the MSU Afri&udies Center, African Studies
Association, American Anthropological Associatidimerican Sociological Association,
and the many other professional associations witkretatts of ethics
<http://lwww.ethics.ubc.ca/resources/professional>.
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Acknowledging contributions - The partners work to create some mutually agreed upon

language to credit and acknowledge everyone's contributimhsging the sources of
project funding. This will be used in printed and electroniccaincements.

Celebrating partnerships- The partners will find occasions to celebrate theessses of
their partnership.



29
Appendix B

Online Resources concerning Best Practices in Internatiah Partnerships
I. Conferences about International Higher Education Partrerships

Academic Partnerships with South Africans for Mutual Capacity Building
http://www.matrix.msu.edu/sacapacity/
Conference held at Michigan State University, October 19@8ides full conference report.

Towards the Global University 1I: Redefining Excellence m the Third Millennium
http://education.pwv.gov.za/Media/Speeches_2000/April_2000/Global_Gape.htm
Keynote Address by the Minister of Education, Professadaf Asmal, to conference held in
Cape Town, 17 April 2000. Addresses current moratorium bydbehSfrican Department of
Education on activities of certain transnational privagger education institutions in South
Africa.

Proceedings of the African Partnerships USAID UDLP HigheEducation Conference,
“Factors that Contribute to Successful International Partneships: Results of Higher
Education Linkages”
http://cehd.ewu.edu/cehd/faculty/ntodd/GhanaUDLP/conferBnoeéedings.html

Sponsored by Eastern Washington University and the Univerfsigpe Coast, February 8-11,
1999 (UDLP is the University Development Linkages Projgcts.

Reports of Regional Roundtables: USAID/Higher Education Partership in Development
See at http://www.aascu.org/alo/Pubs/pubs.htm

by theAssociation Liaison Office for University CooperatimnDevelopment

Printed reports on three roundtables were published in 1997 for &ic0

[I. Other Statements of Ethics and Guidelines regardindnternational Partnerships
by Scholarly Associations

“Guidelines of the African Studies Association for EthicalConduct in Research and
Projects in Africa”
http://www.africanstudies.org/asa_guidelines.htm

“Michigan State University Faculty Guidelines for Scholarlyand Professional Cooperation
with Colleagues in Africa” (a statement of the African Studies Center Faculty)
http://www.africa.msu.edu/AfricanStudies/Ethics.htm

“Draft Guidelines for High Quality Study Programs in Afri ca”
(a statement of the National Consortium for Studyfinca)
http://www.africa.msu.edu/ncsa/guidelines.htm

“Links to Other Professional Association Guidelines for Ehical Conduct”
http://africa.msu.edu/Ethicsll.htm
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lll. Databases of International Partnerships involving U.S. Hgher Education Institutions

U.S./South Africa Higher Education Partnerships Project
http://www.africa.msu.edu/USSA

Database established by the African Studies Center &iiddic State University for the
U.S./South Africa Higher Education Forum of the USMSiAational Commission and records
approximately 200 partnerships between U.S. and South Afigier education institutions.

International Higher Education Linkages Project (IHELP)
http://www.aascu.org/alo/

Forthcoming database being redesigned by the Associatimohi@ffice for University
Cooperation in Development (ALO). (The original datsdincluded more than 3,600
international linkages of U.S. colleges and universities.)




Appendix C

Websites of U.S. Government Funding Programs for
International Higher Education Partnerships

U.S. Department of State

FREEDOM Support Educational Partnerships Program
http://exchanges.state.gov/education/partnership/freetdiom.h

Fulbright Educational Partnerships Program
http://exchanges.state.gov/education/partnership/fulbhight

Specialized Projects
http://exchanges.state.gov/education/partnership/speciaizn

USAID

Institutional Partnerships in Higher Education for Intern ational Development
Administered by ALO
http://www.aascu.org/alo/IP/proposals.htm

International Development Partnerships
Administered by UNCFSP
http://government.ncat.edu/idp/

Special Initiatives
Administered by ALO
http://www.aascu.org/alo/working/WORK.htm

University Development Linkages Project
http://www.usaid.gov/educ_training/udlp.htm

Workforce Training Partnership Programs

Administered by ALO
http://www.aascu.org/alo/WD/aaccprop.htm

U.S. Department of Education

European Community-United States of America Cooperation Progrann Higher
Education and Vocational Education and Training
http://www.ed.gov/programs/fipseec/index.html

Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education
http://www.ed.gov/programs/fipsenortham/index.html

US-Brazil Higher Education Consortia Program

31



32
http://www.ed.gov/programs/fipsebrazil/index.html

1. David Wiley is Professor of Sociology and Director of the AfriGtandies Center at Michigan State
University. He has conducted research in Zambia, Zimbakereya, and South Africa. He has been a
member of the Higher Education Forum of the U.S./Soutlt@Bi-National Commission; President of
the African Studies Assaciation; and chairperson of matéonal committees of the National Science
Foundation, American Association for the Advancement @rfee, and the American Sociological
Association. He was Vice-Chairperson, U.S. Natior@ah@ission for UNESCO. He is engaged in a
number of projects for partnerships of U.S. and Africamersities, for bridging the digital divide in
Africa, and for disseminating African scholarly jousidilm, and videotape in the U.S. and Africa.

Christine Root is a Specialist dhternational Studies and Programs at Michigan State Univessilye
1998 where she has coordinated the South Africa - U.S. HighmraEion Partnership Project and the
website orResources on South African Higher Educathfith graduate training in Economics, she has
been a freelance researcher and writer, a Resedtatv &t thelnstitute for Social and Economic
Research at the University of Durban-West\#$euth Africa, 1994-95); Project Manager of Health
Care for All Project(1992-94); Research Analyst for tBtate of Michigatiouse of Representatives
Democratic Caucusl@85-87); and Associate Director of kashington Office on Africl972-81).

2. Some additional U.S. government programs have funded coliizeardernational programs as part of
a broader programmatic mandate. Examples of such progmramn@l) National Science Foundation
international programs for U.S. researchers to worlabotatively with foreign colleagues and
institutions (e.g. the Antarctic research with Russialleagues and the inclusion of Chilean institutions
in developing Andean space observatories); (2) the Departh&ducation (US/ED) American
Overseas Research Centers (AORC) Program (<httpa/easrc.org/>) which funds 16 AORCs abroad
for postgraduate research, exchanges, and area staiies of which are organized by international
consortia; (3) US/ED’s Technological Innovation and Coopangtr Foreign Information Access
(TICFIA) program (<http://wwwcrl.uchicago.edu/info/ticfig/which supports 18 programs in 2002 for
providing U.S. faculty and student access to foreign madgemost of which involve foreign universities,
libraries, and archives as partners; and (4) variougibtire commissions and similar programs (e.qg.
Japan-US Friendship Commission, US-Japan Conference onaCalbdr Educational Interchange
(CULCON), and the South African-US Binational Commis$iahich may include higher education fora
or projects but do not focus on institutional partnerships.

Some foreign government and international agencies provide fulodingernational university
partnerships that engage U.S. partners. For exampl€athedian-based Inter-American Organization
for Higher Education (IOHE) (<http://www.oui-iohe.qc.carpils some partnership activities with
money from the Canadian International Development AgendyA¥;Ithe Quebec Government, the
Organization of American States, UNESCO, and somm lamherican governments. The World Bank
and European Community also have funded higher educationrgaifmactivities. Some of these
projects are meant for “think tanks” and other policyaoiigations which may be but are not necessarily
academic institutions (e.g. the USAID-funded RegionahR fianks Partnership Program for Russian
and East/Central European economic think tanks (<http://tppvinfo/index.html>), a small number of
which include U.S. higher education institutions).

3. Private foundation funding can be important for building éxtdnding academic partnerships. Two
examples are the initiatives of the Ford Foundation. The Fdiative for “Crossing Borders:
Revitalizing Area Studies” provided $25 million over a six-yeargae‘to support intensive study of
particular languages, cultures, and histories, building ofiritdalf-century of work in area studies; and
second, to foster innovative thinking and practices retatéke field of area studies itself, through a
variety of partnerships, as well as disciplinary atieo"border crossings." Grants were made to 30
institutions, beginning in 1997. Many of the U.S. university Anistudies grantees used their funds for
collaboration with a variety of African institutions leigher education.

A second initiativeBorder Pact the U.S.-Mexico Borderland Higher Education Agenda forokct
was supported by the Ford and Hewlett Foundations. Thistive of the Council of North American
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Higher Education Collaboration (COAHEC), the Mexican Natiokssociation of Universities and
Higher Education Institutions, and the American CounciEdncation engaged 65 border institutions and
agencies in California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, dedMexican states of Baja California (and Sur),
Sonora, Chihuahua, Coahula, Nuevo Leon, and TamaulpaseiBaips are supported with small grants
for collaborative outreach and service learning to servhadh#h information needs of “crossers” and for
serving new clients, maintaining and improving educationditguancreasing involvement in
communities and economic development, and improving accoltytanitl effectiveness of higher
education institutions. Some projects of Border Pact hesaived federal funding from agencies such as
the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Energy.

Some foundation grants contribute to international pasiies indirectly such as the Ford
Foundation-funded program of the American Council on Educétioseconding current and former U.S.
university administrators to senior leaders of South Afrigniversities.

4. ALO has been formed under a collaboration of the AmerAssociation of Community Colleges
(AACC), American Association of State Colleges andvdrsities (AASCU), American Council on
Education (ACE), Association of American Universities\(#), National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities (NAICU), and National Assooiatif State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges (NASULGC).



