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TRANSNATIONAL EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS 
(THEPS)

• Focus: THEPs aimed at attaining research and development goals 

• Based on my recent joint Book (Palgrave 2014)

• Today’s conversation: North-South (or North-South-South)

• “partnerships do not always work” (Stern, 2004, p. 33)

• “partnerships fail as often as they succeed” (Stone, 2004, p. 156)

• Failure is costly

• Success is rewarding and uplifting



COMPREHENSIVE FRAMEWORK

• Does not work: incomplete approach

• Works: holistic approach



FIVE FUNDAMENTAL DIMENSIONS (OUTLINE)

• Initiating and constructing (design phase)

• Managing

• Capacity developing

• Sustaining

• Evaluating



BASIC PREMISE: NEAR-SYMMETRY
(http://daphne.palomar.edu/design/bsymm.html)

• Slight variations; overall balance

• Dynamic
• Variety

• versatility

• Application to THEPs
• complementarity and equity rather than complete equality

• minimized asymmetry

• near-symmetry guides every dimension of the partnership process



(1) INITIATING & CONSTRUCTING THEP:
WHAT DOES NOT WORK

• Northern institutions or researchers:

• identify and select partners

• pursue initiatives that are of particular interest to themselves or to donors

• show little or no regard for identified development needs in the country of 
operation or for the partner university’s interests

• secure external funding containing rigid donor regulations



(1) INITIATING & CONSTRUCTING THE THEP:
WHAT WORKS

• Southern university first identifies priority needs -- consistent with 
research and development mission and goals

• social interaction  inter-personal trust building  joint vision 
perceive advantages in inter-university collaboration

• partnership champions engage in initial discussions and  visits

• Southern university plays a central role in identifying problem(s) to 
be addressed through transnational partnership

• Mutually agreed division of labor based on comparative advantages 
of each partner” (Brinkerhoff 2002, pp. 14-18)



(1) INITIATING & CONSTRUCTING THE THEP:
WHAT WORKS (CONTINUED)

• Joint planning of operational responses
• partnership and project conceptualization

• research design

• resource mobilization

• scheduling

• Drafting the partnership agreement – Southern partners involved in
• determining research directions and topics

• identifying appropriate methods

• formulating research hypotheses and defining processes of analysis

• planning specific project interventions



(1) INITIATING & CONSTRUCTING THE THEP:
WHAT WORKS (CONTINUED)

• Joint crafting of application for external resources
• face-to-face interactions (HED) (Morfit and Gore 2009, p. 10)

• THEP design
• expectations for reciprocal but not identical gains

• “the nature of the benefits may be different” (Morfit and Gore 2009, p. 10)

• full backing of the chief executives and other top academic officers

• collaborative protocol formulated
• provisions for broadly based periodic discussions, regular monitoring, and review points



(2) MANAGING THE TRANSNATIONAL HIGHER-
EDUCATION PARTNERSHIP

• What does not work (1):
• disproportionate influence of Northern participants over project-budget 

management

• imbalances in research responsibilities and scholarly opportunities

• What does not work (2):
• establishment of a separate and parallel administrative unit for transnational 

collaboration (enclaves)



(2) MANAGING THE TRANSNATIONAL HIGHER-
EDUCATION PARTNERSHIP

• What works 1:
• designation of project co-coordinators on both sides

• administrative symmetry among (1) the “driving” Southern co-PI and the 
senior international official of his/her university and (2) the “driving” 
Northern co-PI and the senior international official of his/her university

• roughly equal opportunities to influence management decision making
• scheduling visits, securing project resources, human-resource planning, research-

leadership initiatives, curricula building, budget setting, allocating funds and other 
resources, conference attending and presenting, results reporting, financial monitoring 
and accountability, managing grants, and reporting



(2) MANAGING THE TRANSNATIONAL HIGHER-
EDUCATION PARTNERSHIP

• What works 2 (transnational research):
• research co-managers possess a substantial measure of authority

• “light collaboration infrastructure” (Ingram 2004, p. xx)

• What works 3 (money):
• transparent budgets and financial reports

• budget devolution: built upon in-depth training and mentoring

• procedural safeguards

• What works 4 (trust building):
• ample opportunities for egalitarian face-to-face, trust-building interaction



(3) Capacity Building

• Three levels: 

1: human-resource development of each partner’s staff; partner 

2: organizational capacity building

3: Capacity building of the partnership as a whole

• The capacity to build capacity

(Brinkerhoff 2002, p. 92)



(3) INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT

• What does not work 1:
• “procure and-run” arrangements

• exaggerated capacity

• What works 1:
• 10 years = gold standard

• enhanced administrative, personnel-management, and financial/grants-
management procedures and processes

• Southern educational leaders “progressively take the lead” (DAC 1996, p. 13)

• needs assessment, academic programs, research undertakings, public engagement, 
management training, and quality assurance

• attract diaspora institution builders



(3) HUMAN-CAPABILITIES DEVELOPMENT

• What does not work 2:
• focusing on technical competence without attention to interpersonal skills and civic 

engagement
• ignoring ancillary staff training
• training in single-culture competence

• What works 2:
• Enhanced leadership skills of faculty and managerial staff
• Southern co-investigators able to

• determine the focus of investigation, design and plan the methodological approach, 
negotiate agreements, carry out the studies or development interventions, and engage in 
project monitoring and evaluation

• transnational-competence building (Koehn and Rosenau, 2010)
• in-country enhancements (Sida with Addis Ababa U; Makelle U and U College Cork)



(3) DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIP CAPACITY AS A 
WHOLE

• What works 3:

• enhancing the “capacity to build capacity” (Johanson and Saint 2007, p. 51)

• Technology transfer accompanied by training in its uses and applications

• critical mass of researchers

• additional partnership-capacity-building initiatives

• partner identification, grant writing/management, budgeting, and donor 
relations

• “Institution building is inherently long-term work” (Robert Easter)

• USAID Mission in Tanzania: iAGRI



(4) SUSTAINABILITY

• What does not work:
• Rigidity
• Lack of support at the top
• Short-term ventures

• What works:
• available project funds are adequate
• capacity-building support is not prematurely terminated
• continued donor funding for “operating and equipment maintenance costs … 

essential for retaining skilled staff” (Johanson and Saint, 2007, p. 55)
• incorporation of additional helpful partners
• links with community initiatives



(4) SUSTAINABILITY

• What works (continued):
• Ralph Smuckler

• tangible benefits to all participants
• not entirely dependent on external funding
• serves more than one purpose
• addresses core interests of more than one department at each participating university

• Commitment by senior managers
• Austin and Foxcroft (2011, p. 123): “perceive the strategic benefits … in investing in and 

continuing the partnership”

• Champions promote the partnership locally, regionally, nationally, and 
internationally

• 2008 Howard University Summit
• “reforming incentive structures to encourage [US] junior faculty to engage more in Africa”

(NASULGC 2008, p. 6)



(4) SUSTAINABILITY

• What works (continued):

• Partners balance commitment with exit
• The loss of too many partners can bring about the demise of the 

arrangement, but if no partner chooses to exit, the partnership may gradually 
run stale. Properly balanced, the voluntary movement of old partners out and 
new ones in can breathe life – resources, intellectual capital, and ideas – into 
partnerships (Stone, 2004, p. 155).



(5) EVALUATION

• What does not work: 
• concentrate on delivery of readily quantifiable inputs and outputs, such as

• number of partnerships entered, courses developed, professionals trained, 
reports issued, workshops conducted, and staff exchanged

• limit perceptions of success to timeliness, cost containment, and short-term 
deliverables

• borrow standardized, externally determined, indicators

• Ignore benefits that accrue to Northern institutions and societies

• process shortcomings: final evaluation of the Belgian VLIR partnership with 
University of Zambia (de Nooijer and Siakanomba, 2008, p. 7)



(5) EVALUATION

• What works:
• participation by all stakeholders
• balance short-term and long-term outcome and impact assessments
• “evaluation of the partnership itself, not just of outputs and deliverables, … built 

into the partnership” (Wanni, et al., 2010, p. 58)

• evidence of
• sense of joint ownership among partnered universities and communities
• strengthened trust
• deepened connections mutual-asset building

• To what extent did the partnership meet mutual objectives? Are the combined 
transaction benefit and cost outcomes greater than what it would cost to engage in 
such transnational work outside of the partnership? Are alternative partnership 
arrangements likely to generate superior results?



Some Points to Take Home

• Asymmetry generates partnership conflicts and failures

• What works: near-symmetrical transnational partnerships: 
• all partners share in designing managing and implementing projects, and 

assessing outcomes

• all partners willing to adjust positions, respect differences, modify 
objectives, and participate in a process they do not completely control

• delegated funding decisions and financial accountability

• partners work to strengthen the capacity of collaborating civic organizations

• future-directed

• transparency and shared accountability



ILLUSTRATIVE CASE OF WHAT WORKS 
(AMPATH)



ILLUSTRATIVE CASE OF WHAT WORKS 
(AMPATH)

• Indiana University-Purdue University, Indianapolis-Moi University 
Schools of Medicine Partnership (1989)

• Emphasized mutual benefit, complementarity, equity, and long-term 
mutual commitment to the partnership’s goals

• Expanded in 2000, 2008. AMPATH = Academic Model Providing 
Access to Healthcare

• Overall aim of the THEP: develop health-care professionals capable 
of responding to emerging challenges of global health both in the 
United States and Kenya



SIX KEY CONTRIBUTORS TO AMPATH’S 
SUCCESS

• Structured and shared initiation

• Symmetric management structure

• Holistic and multidisciplinary approach 

• Complementarity and Equity

• Multistakeholder engagement 

• Synergy and linkages to development priorities 



(1) AMPATH: STRUCTURED AND SHARED 
INITIATION

• Evaluated relative strengths

• Shared understanding of priority areas

• Initiatives aligned to key national development priorities as well as 
challenges facing local communities in Kenya

• High-level support, broad visibility, and widespread acceptance at 
both institutions

• Research Programs Office at Moi



(2) AMPATH: SYMMETRIC MANAGEMENT 
STRUCTURE 

• Program leadership shared between a North American field director 
and a Kenyan program manager

• AMPATH-research program headed by program coordinators from 
each partner university

• Nine working groups; each research project has a principal 
investigator from North America and from Moi

• Five full-time co-field coordinators based permanently at Moi

• Lateral collaborations



AMPATH: (3) HOLISTIC AND 
MULTIDISCIPLINARY APPROACH 

• 14 interrelated programs across the core areas of healthcare delivery, 
medical education and research, and livelihood-systems support. 
Examples:
• HIV/AIDS Control Program (100000 patients received ARVs across 23 sites)

• Orphans and vulnerable Children Program (15000 orphans supported in 2012)

• Maternal and Child Health Program (40000 mothers screened for diseases)

• Home-based Care and Counselling (130000 patients tested for HIV)

• Family Enterprise Program   (10 food processing factories created in 2012)

• Joint medical research and dissemination (165 joint publications in 2012)

• Medical Scholarship Program (18 Kenyan medical students per year)



AMPATH: (4) COMPLEMENTARITY AND EQUITY

• Leverage and maximize collaborative opportunities arising from 
differences

• Mutual benefits
• Example: U.S. and Kenyan medical students 



AMPATH: (5) MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT 

• Diversity and expansion

• engaged actors from corporate, public, philanthropic, and development 
sectors

• secured multiple sources of financial support

• Attracted more than 20 additional U.S. academic institutions and organizations 
(ASANTE = American Sub-Saharan Africa Network for Training and Education)



AMPATH: (6) SYNERGY AND DIRECT LINKAGE 
TO DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES (MDGs)

• Focus on critical issues of direct relevance and value to Kenya’s 
development context:
• including provision of health care, combating infectious diseases, food 

security, small-enterprise development, water management, and poverty 
reduction

• All 14 programs within AMPATH linked to more than one of the 
MDGs (Obamba et al 2011)





AMPATH: CONCLUSION

• Partners in the Global South deeply involved in identifying, defining, 
and formulating projects and research initiatives that carry direct 
relevance and value to their own development contexts

• Thriving THEP with holistic, symmetrical, and multi-pronged 
approach to transnational partnership :
• initiation

• design

• management

• Sustenance

• AMPATH video available here: https://youtu.be/zkoWdqqHUs4

https://youtu.be/zkoWdqqHUs4

