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Norad ber om møte med Universitetet i Oslo for å diskutere forslag til nytt programkonsept for støtte til kapasitetsbygging innen høyere utdanning og forskning i sør
I forbindelse med oppfølging av Evalueringen av NUFU og NOMA (Norad Evaluation Report 7/2009), har Utenriksdepartementet (UD) gitt Norad i oppdrag å foreslå et nytt programkonsept for støtte til kapasitetsbygging av høyere utdanning og forskning i sør. Vedlagt følger forslag til tre alternative modeller som diskusjonsgrunnlag for et nytt programkonsept. Det nye programmet er ment å etterfølge eksisterende programmer som NUFU og NOMA.

Norad og UD ønsker at norske forsknings- og høyere utdanningsinstitusjoner skal være partnere i gjennomføring av programmene også i årene fremover.  For å komme fram til en modell som vil være attraktiv for norske partnere og samtidig ivareta hovedmålsetningen om å styrke høyere utdanning og forskning i sør, ønsker Norad å gjennomføre konsultasjoner med utvalgte institusjoner i Norge. Norad vektlegger, i samråd med Kunnskapsdepartementet og Universitets- og høgskolerådet, betydningen av å forankre nye programmer i institusjonenes ledelse. Vi ønsker derfor å møte institusjonens ledelse og enhet/ansvarlig for internasjonalt samarbeid for konsultasjon i forbindelse med programutviklingen.

Vi ber derfor om et møte med Universitetet i Oslo på det høyeste nivå som institusjonen mener er formålstjenlig. Vi ber videre om at dere også trekker Internasjonal seksjon og relevante fagpersoner/ -miljøer inn i dette møtet slik at disse får anledning til å gi innspill til Norads arbeid med programutviklingen. 

På møtet vil vi gjerne klarlegge:

· Institusjonens mål og ambisjoner for deltakelse i programmet

· Hvilke insitamenter institusjonen ønsker eller trenger for å delta i et slikt program

· Synspunkter på de tre foreslåtte modellene

· Hvilke administrasjonsbehov/strukturer mener institusjonen er mest hensiktmessig

Etter avtale med Marit Egner, er møtedatoen satt til 29. oktober kl 1400-1530 og møtet vil foregå på Universitetet i Oslo. Skulle det vise seg at angitt tidspunkt ikke passer, ber vi om at Anne Wetlesen (22240421) kontaktes for å fastsette nytt møtetidspunkt. Vi ser fram til å møte dere.

Vennlig hilsen
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Avdelingsdirektør
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SEPTEMBER 6, 2010

CONCEPT PAPER:

Alternative models for Norwegian support to capacity building in higher education and research in the South
Alternative models for Norwegian support to higher education and research in the South
This concept note describes and discusses three alternative models for Norwegian support to higher education and research in partner country(ies) in the South (hereafter called Partner Country(ies)). All three models are within the strategic framework agreed upon by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) and Norad. The rationale behind the principles and proposed models is based on experiences from and evaluation of the ‘Norwegian Program for Development, Research and Education’ (NUFU) and ‘Norad’s Program for Master Studies’ (NOMA) (1) . The concept note has also been informed by a recent review of programs funded by other donor agencies (5) . Dilemmas and potential consequences of each of the models are discussed in Annex I.

This paper is intended as a basis for discussions, and will be presented to central stakeholders in Norway and potential Partner Countries the autumn 2010. Based on the discussions and supplemented by holistic assessments, Norad will advise the MFA on the choice of model. 

Main goal for the new program design
The NUFU and NOMA programs were evaluated by COWI in 2009 (Norad Evaluation Report 7/2009). The main message from the report (1) is that the two schemes are too complex and that the main goals of the programs are unclear. Hence, the main recommendation is to reduce complexity and identify a clear main goal. The main goal should be acknowledged by the Norwegian Government at a high political level.

The suggested new goal is as follows: Increased ability for universities and higher education institutions in the South to (a) educate more candidates who will be able to contribute to development of the society, economy and culture in the country or region and (b) enhance the quality and quantity of research conducted by researchers in the country or region.

The goal is anchored in central political documents for Norwegian development policy, such as the White Paper 'Climate, Conflict and Capital' (St.meld. 13 2008-2009) (2) and the 'Development Budget', chapter on Higher Education and Research (Prop. 1 S (2009-2010), ch. 165.70): Comments to the goal for the new program design:

· As the new program will be financed over the Norwegian Development Budget which aims at contributing to development and poverty reduction, the main focus should be activities in developing countries. A strong academic sector is a prerequisite for all countries to be able to develop the countries’ own intellectual resources and build a knowledge base for poverty eradication.

· The proposed goal is in line with the goals of the NUFU and NOMA programs, except for one important issue: internationalization of Norwegian institutions is no longer a primary goal of the program. By removing this goal, the complexity might be reduced and the goal will be clearer, as recommended by the Evaluation Report (1). Moreover, increased internationalization of Norwegian institutions is the responsibility of the Ministry of Education, rather than the MFA and Norad, which are accountable for the funds. It is nevertheless the view of Norad that the collaboration with Norwegian institutions shall prevail. The intention to strengthen the internationalization of Norwegian institutions should thus be formulated as a sub-goal, i.e. an objective under the main goal.    

· The suggested goal is anchored in Norad’s regulations on support to capacity building of higher education and research and on support to research and research communication of December 2009.

Main principles and recommendations for the new program design

The Evaluation report (1) recommends merging NUFU and NOMA into one program, and this is adorsed by several of the stakeholders. Pros and cons of the merging are discussed in Annex 1 . Norad’s position is that the new program design should include several of the main principles of the NUFU and NOMA programs and build on the experiences gained through previous arrangements. Nevertheless, the new program might diverge substantially from the previous programs and its development does not depend on the previous schemes.

MFA and Norad agree that the new program design should be developed in accordance to the following the guiding principles 1-10 (3,4). 
1. Ensure flexible mechanisms adjustable to prioritized needs in the Partner Country and able to comprise all levels of higher education (BSc, MSc, PhD). (Thus, the aims of both NUFU and NOMA are ensured).   

2. Be directed by the priorities of the Partner Country(ies)  to a larger extent than NUFU and NOMA have been. 

3. Promote long term capacity and sustainability.

4. Allow for thematic or geographic focus.

5.  Connect to Norwegian higher education and research institutions.

6. Build on mutual partnerships between researchers and institutions.

7. Make quality research an objective.

8. Include institutional capacity development, such as infrastructure and administrative capacity as well as education and research.

9. Put in place efficient and cost-effective administration procedures of the program. The choice of administrative model should be made after the program design has been chosen.

10. Promote South-South collaboration in a more systematic way than the ´NUFU and NOMA.

Three alternative models for Norwegian support to higher education and research in the South 

Guided by the above principles, Norad has developed three potential program designs for the new support to higher education and research in developing countries. An overall guideline of the three models is that it should be directed by the priorities of the Partner Country(ies) (main principle no. 2). The models are summarized in Table 1, Annex 2, for a better overview.

Model 1: Higher education and research collaboration defined by researchers

The program design of Model 1 allows the research partners to define the proposals. Calls for proposals are made internationally and open to researchers who define and design project proposals in North-South partnership. Project funding is granted based on open and transparent competition. The model responds to the main guiding principles in the following ways:

1.  Project proposals should contain higher education at all levels as well as research and institutional capacity development.  

2.  Project proposals should describe how the project responds to needs of the civil society and the public and private sectors, and this should be a major precondition for funding. 

3.  Project descriptions should respond to long term priorities of the country and ensure long-lasting capacity development that sustain also after the period of funding is finished. 

4.  Calls for proposals/announcements may be limited to countries/regions or thematic areas.

5. Project proposals should have at least one Norwegian partner in addition to partners from the South. Asymmetric arrangements should be avoided.

6. Project proposals should be based on mutual partnerships where researchers from Norway and from the South jointly develop ideas, launch the project and are responsible for the results. 

7. Project proposals shall include a research component where one objective is joint publications in international peer reviewed journals. Every research project should be peer reviewed by independent experts regarding scientific quality and capacity development, as well as adequacy of context analysis.

8. Project proposals should describe how the South institution(s) is (are) expected to be strengthened regarding administration skills and infrastructure. Thus, the projects might include non-scientific personnel.

9. An independent body is needed to handle the administrative aspects regarding calls for proposals, selection and follow-up of the project. It will be important to achieve symmetry between the partner institutions.

10. The announcement may include South-South collaboration as a prerequisite. 

Model 2: Higher education and research collaboration defined by institutions in the South

The program design of Model 2 implies that higher education and research institutions in the South define proposals for their respective institution. The South institutions can be chosen by Norad/MFA as in the Swedish SIDA model (Annex 1), or they can be chosen in competition-based processes. The head of the institutions is responsible for the program or project. The model responds to the main principles as follows:

1. Project proposals should include the needs for institutional capacity development, education on all levels and research, verified by the priorities of the Partner Country.  

2. Same as model 1.

3. Project proposals should describe the level of sustainability, i.e. how the institution will be able to continue the research and education activities when the Norwegian financial support is terminated.

4. The model has a geographic focus. In addition, a thematic focus may be decided.

5. Norwegian institutions or researchers may be connected to the project during the project definition phase, or when the program is already granted. Institutions in the Partner Countries may pick Norwegian partners or choose them in competition-based processes. It might be feasible to allow for flexibility regarding which part of the program that shall include Norwegian partners. 

6. The thematic focus should be fairly open in order to achieve mutual partnerships. Every research project should be peer reviewed by independent experts. Decisions on grants may be done by a board appointed by the institution or a board outside the institution (e.g. a research council).

7. Research must be part of the program, but does not necessary have to be connected to the capacity development component. Researchers should aim at publishing in international recognized peer-reviewered journals, in order to strengthen research capability of the institutions.

8. The project proposals should describe the need of institutional support verified by the need of long term capacity development and sustainability in the program area.

9. The institution in the Partner Country  administrates the program to a larger degree than under Model 1. There will be a need for an external administration to follow up the overall aim of the program, but not as detailed as under Model 1. There might be need for an independent research council.

10. South-south partnerships may be stimulated between institutions in a country or in a region.

Model 3: Higher education and research collaboration defined by authorities in the South 

The program design of Model 3 is based on needs defined by the authorities in a chosen Partner Country. This may be done in collaboration with the Norwegian Embassy in the country. The government in selected countries chooses academic institutions directly or in competition based processes. The academic institutions define the program with directions given by the authorities. The model responds to the main principles as follows:

1. As in model 2, but directed by the  Government of the Partner Country.

2. The Partner Country is chosen based on it’s prioritized needs.

3. As in model 2, but directed by the  Government of the Partner Country.

4. This model has a geographic focus from the start, chosen by Norad or MFA. Thematic areas may be chosen by Norway, based on the  needs or priorities of the Partner Country, the Norwegian policy towards the country or the Government of the Partner Country.

5. As in model 2.

6. As in model 2.

7. As in model 2.

8. As in model 2, but directed by the Government of the Partner Country.

9. As in model 2.

10. The programs are country specific. Institutions within one country can collaborate. Regional cooperation of research might be stimulated.

Comparative assessment of the three models

When the three models are compared regarding their ability to fulfill the main principles and recommendations, the following observations are proposed:

1. All three models may have a holistic approach; however, Model 1 is likely to focus more on research, and Models 2 and 3  on education and institutional capacity building.

2. Needs and priorities in the Partner Country will be entry point of Model 3, but not necessary in Models 1 and 2.

3. Model 2 will probably focus on sustainable capacity development to a larger extent than Models 1 and 3. Models 2 and 3 might respond better to long-term planning than Model 1.

4. All models may have geographic or thematic focus.

5. Programs under all three models include Norwegian partners.

6. Model 1 implies development of mutual partnerships from the start and will probably be the one most attractive to Norwegian partners.

7. Research will have a stronger focus in Model 1 than in Models 2 and 3.

8. Model 2 will best describe the need for institutional support without limitations from authorities or other. 

9. The most efficient and cost-effective administrative model will be chosen for each model.

10. There are no constraints to South-South collaboration in Model 1. Such collaboration is less likely to occur under Model 2 and 3 if not actively stimulated.

These assessment are presented in Table 2, Annex 3 'An overview'.
Possible synergies with other Norwegian support arrangements.

 Norwegian development cooperation arrangements that the new scheme needs be co-ordinated with include the following: The Quota Scholarships, The Norwegian Master Program in Energy and Petroleum, Norad’s support to University of Dar Es Salaam and Norad's support to the university network on gender equality coordinated by Ahfad University for Women in Sudan. In addition, programs supported by Norwegian embassies, Norwegian higher education institutions and programs administered by the Norwegian Research Council, in particular the NORGLOBAL program, should be considered regarding potential program synergies.
Annexes

1. Discussion of main principles and recommendations (in Norwegian)

2. Table 1: the three models

3. Table 2: ranged comparative assessment of the three models.
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Annex 1

 TO NORAD’S CONCEPT PAPER: 

Alternative models for Norwegian support to capacity building in higher education and research in the South 
Discussion over main principles and recommendations

1. Ensure flexible mechanisms adjustable to prioritized needs in the Partner Country and able to comprise all levels of higher education (BSc, MSc, PhD). (Thus, the aims of both NUFU and NOMA are ensured).   


The new scheme should be less complex than the current system, and also more flexible as regards the Partner Countries' priorities. It should both strengthen the academia and contribute to increased competence among the countries’ workforce. It should comprise all levels of higher education, in accordance with the intentions of the present NUFU and NOMA programs. The 2009 Evaluation Report (1) proposes merging of these two programs, and none of the hearing statements challenge this recommendation. In its reply to Norad's Concept Paper (3), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs requests Norad to make an assessment of the arguments for and against merging of the programmes (4).

Benefits of merging NUFU and NOMA:

· Merging reduces the complexity of the systems.

· It may potentially decrease the administrative costs.

· The arrangement may be more comprehensive and better tailored, and it may include all levels of higher education

· The incentives for Norwegian institutions to participate that presently are included in the NUFU program, may be used as incentives for the Norwegian institutions' to enhance their willingness to contribute to activities having fewer incentives.


Norad's Concept Paper (3) summarizes the advice of the Evaluation Report (1) and hearing statements in the following way: It is recommended to develop a more cost effective and less complex program structure and administration, possibly by merging the two programs into one.

The Evaluation Report discusses the possible inducements for Norwegian partners to participate in NUFU and NOMA. This issue has also been a strong concern of the Norwegian institutions in the consultation round. The NOMA program has weak incentives as the Ministry of Education and Research's financing system is based on credits and research outputs, which both provide weak incentives to participate in the program. Norad believes that is important to keep the system of educating master candidates at institutions in the Partner Country. This approach might ensure that the candidates get a more relevant education and may also stave off the challenges of brain drain. The NUFU program includes research and research training of doctoral candidates at Norwegian institutions and provides larger economic benefits in Ministry of Education and Research’s financial system. By designing a new program design that includes both schemes, the benefits of the NUFU programs may compensate the disadvantages of NOMA, hence promoting the interests also of the Norwegian partners.

Disadvantages of merging NUFU and NOMA:

· There is a risk that one scheme’s intention gets a more dominant position than the other in the new arrangement.

· Disadvantageous solutions of present programs may be transferred to the new arrangement and advantageous solutions may be lost. 


To offset the disadvantages, Norad believes that the issue of capacity development needs be reconsidered, irrespective of how NUFU and NOMA function today. It is, however, important to preserve the good elements of the two programs, in order not to throw the baby out with the bathwater.

2. Direct the program by the priorities of the Partner Country(ies) to a larger extent than what has been the case within NUFU and NOMA


The Evaluation Report states that a more demand-driven approach will ensure that the programs to a greater extent are based on national strategies on development and poverty reduction. Such an approach would also be more in line with the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action and thus more in line with modern Norwegian and international aid policies.

Two open questions are: Who should express the country's needs and priorities? How can one ensure that the country's priorities are the basis for selection of the projects?

Norad envisions three alternative answers to the questions. The questions form the basis for the three proposed program designs:

1. The first alternative is based on open competitive calls for proposals to individual researchers, in the same was as NUFU and NOMA. The demand for recipient management is combined with a requirement of a background analysis of the project's ability to meet the priorities of the country. The projects’ relevance to national priorities will be decisive in the assessment of applications.

2. The second alternative’s entry point is the process of selecting a university in predefined countries (as Swedish SIDA do today).

3. The third alternative is starts with selecting a country and entering into dialogue with its authorities/embassy, based upon the country's priorities (as the Dutch NUFFIC do today). 

The advantages and disadvantages of alternative 2 and 3 are discussed in Norad's Concept Paper (5).


Option 2 and 3 might conflict with the idea of research partnerships, in which researchers in both the South and Norway develop ideas and have ownership to the projects (discussion below). However, this may be met if the program design allows for the development of research ideas.

Option two and three are country specific and are likely to mean less opportunities for collaboration between universities in the region (south-south cooperation) than option 1.

A demand-driven approach based on the country's national strategies will most likely require a greater degree of applied research as well as cooperation between disciplines and implementation of results than what is the case today.


3. Promote long term capacity and sustainability

A long-term approach means focusing on the countries' priorities and sustainability means that institutions should be able to maintain and develop their projects even after the support from Norway has ceased.

A strengthened focus on the countries' priorities for development might contribute to a shift to more long-term projects.

The Evaluation Report (1) points out that the current schemes have shown good results in terms of building individual competence in the South. However, they are considered slightly weaker on institution building. A strengthened focus on institution-building may enhance both long-term planning and sustainability.
4. Allow for thematic or geographic focus


This point is related to section 2, discussed above. Whereas the Partner Countries' priorities should have the highest weight, the Norwegian development policy thematic priorities must also be taken into account. The current Norwegian Government has explicitly stated that Norway will contribute where it can make a difference (2). Several embassies have also made it clear that they wish to contribute to the capacity building program if it is in accordance with their priorities. Norway's thematic and geographic priorities may change, as they have done before during the almost 20 years of NUFU’s existence. According to Norad, it is important to develop a system where such priorities can be embedded if desired.

At present, the NUFU program has no such geographical or thematic focus, although the partner countries’ main priorities are taken into account in the allocation of projects. NOMA, on the other hand, has a geographic focus, although this has not worked satisfactorily, according to Evaluation Report (1). The risk of not having prearranged localities is that countries with a weak higher education sector may lose to countries having a stronger higher education sector. More advanced higher education institutions may be more attractive partners for Norwegian bodies. However, the arrangements’ goal is precisely to strengthen frail academia. The disadvantage of the geographical focus is that excellent proposals might not be eligible, because they are not on the list. These dilemmas need to be discussed.

A country-specific approach may be implemented by using the OECD DAC list of the world’s poorest countries or by developing a list of one’s own. Swedish SIDA has pre-selected 12 countries that are eligible for support.

5. Connect to Norwegian higher education and research institutions


NUFU and NOMA have achieved substantial results in relation to the goal of strengthening the capacity of higher education and research in the South. This approach should be taken forward in the new program design (2.3).

A receiver-led program that includes institution building demands more from the Norwegian partners than merely research. Depending on needs and priorities, the contribution could include training of administrative procedures, practical advice on infrastructure, development of curriculum, educational guidance and instruction. Several of the tasks contain in themselves no incentive for the Norwegian researchers or institutions. In order to promote Norwegian partnership, it is therefore important to ensure that the arrangements have a balance between components providing incentives and components not providing incentives. 


The Evaluation Report (1) is critical to programs tied to Norwegian partners, due to the presumption that they lead to too strong control from the Norwegian side. The disapproval of such arrangements should be taken seriously. Hence, Norad has developed the three models presented in the Concept Note based on the intention of ensuring a receiver-led design.


The report is also critical of what it characterizes as the "asymmetry". Among others, it criticizes the NUFU and NOMA constituent of channeling all funds through the Norwegian institutions. This challenge may be solved by allocating funds to each of the participating institutions, by separate budgets. The institution in the South will thus get more responsibility and independence in relation to the Norwegian counterpart than presently. Such a system could also reap the benefits of sustainability, as the Southern institution may gain more experience in project administration.

An alternative solution to the asymmetry may be to allocate all funds to the institution in the South, which gets the task to transfer money to the Norwegian institution. This implies a new sort of asymmetry, where the Southern institution will be given more independence and responsibility, whereas the Norwegian institution will be a passive partner. Such an arrangement is likely to be unattractive to Norwegian institutions.


A binding to Norwegian institutions may contribute to the Norwegian Government's desire for increased internationalization of the Norwegian higher education sector, a task of the Ministry of Education and Research (6). Internationalization of Norwegian institutions may be a sub-goal under the new program design, in accordance with Norwegian policy. The program may thus help safeguard Ministry of Education and Research’s responsibilities. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Education and Research should preferably meet to agree on motivational factors that can be taken to the Norwegian institutions, including economic incentives.

Both the evaluation report and the consultation statements point out that Norwegian institutions today invest substantial resources in the NOMA and NUFU programs, in terms of personal efforts (person-hours) that does not appear in the accounts. It might be an idea to make such efforts visible in the budgets.

6.  Build on mutual partnership between researchers and/or institutions

The evaluation report and the consultation statements clearly show that the good results of NUFU and NOMA are achieved through the (often long) individual partnerships. Partnerships provide mutual commitment, which has many advantages in the implementation of projects. The alternative to the research partnership will be that institutions in the South procure the expertise required. This would be a far more expensive solution than the alternative model. The Dutch NUFFIC, which is based on this model, confirms its disadvantages (5).

Partnership implies that both parties must be able to reap gains. Incentives for both partners are therefore considered in the new scheme.

7.  Make quality research an objective

Quality of research is sometimes contradictory to the goal of strengthening the weaker researchers and research groups in the South. In order to conduct first-rate research, Norwegian researchers would typically prefer academically strong research partners. If the goal is limited to capacity development (training of candidates), and does not include research, programs might seem less attractive to researchers from the North. In order to strengthen capacity, however, it would be more productive to select weak research partners. Within such a program design, research education could be incorporated into the research projects, and research and capacity development could be intertwined, as long as research outputs are a sub-goal and not the main goal of the program. 

If the program’s goal is to develop capacity only, and not to promote quality research, programs seem less attractive to researchers from Norway. To ensure a basis for developing mutual partnerships, the MFA and Norad recommend that research outputs should be an objective under the new program design.

Research cooperation between Norwegian researchers and scientists from the South may also have a positive effect on the Southern institutions’ motivation to enhance the quality of their research. This again may be the ticket to the international research arena, which would strengthen Southern institutions’ ability to stand on their own when the Norwegian support terminates.

If research production is to be a sub-goal of the program design, the present quality assurance carried out by pre-assessments by independent experts should be taken forward. An independent peer-review system would thus have to be developed, or one could use the available mechanisms under the Norwegian Research Council or under the countries’ research councils (where such institutions prevail). It should also be discussed whether the program should encourage establishment of research councils in countries where such institutions do not exist. In its support for higher education and research in the South, Swedish SIDA has sought to stimulate the creation of research councils (5).

8. Include institutional capacity development, such as infrastructure and administrative capacity as well as education and research

The evaluation report points out that NUFU and NOMA have given good gains at an individual level, but less at the institutional level (1). Strengthening of institutions has also not been the core intention of these schemes. Norad believes that strengthening of institutions may develop sustainability both the institutions and the disciplines, in addition to enhancing individual capacity development. A strengthened infrastructure may also make it more attractive for researchers to continue the career at the institution, thus staving off the challenges of brain drain.

Support for infrastructure and administrative capacity development will require additional dimensions to the projects compared to the previous schemes. Among others, such support requires efforts from the Northern Partner by other personnel than merely scholars. This is discussed further in Section 5.

9.  Put in place efficient and cost-effective administration procedures of the program. The choice of administrative model should be made after the program design has been chosen.


Norad's concept note (3) summarizes the recommendations of the Evaluation Report (1) and the hearing statements as follows: A more cost effective and less complex program structure and management should be developed. One should consider merging the two programs into one.

It is important to distinguish between the management of projects at each institution and the overall administration of the programs (e.g. the administration by Norad and SIU under the current schemes). Programs and projects must be allocated in a way that meets potential geographic and thematic intentions. The allocations must be competition-based and build on plain criteria and fair and transparent selection processes. Programs and projects must be followed up throughout the period, in order to ensure that deviations from schedules, cooperation etc are handled in a professional way. The funding must also be closely monitored.

In the current programs, the importance of a proficient and qualified management external to the participating institutions has been stressed. This assignment has been safeguarded by Norwegian Center for International Cooperation in Higher Education (SIU). Throughout the existence of NUFU and NOMA, the institution has managed calls for proposals, selection of projects and monitoring of several relatively small individual projects run by institutions in both the South and Norway. The Evaluation Report (1) and the following hearing statements indicate that institutions and individual researchers in both the South and the North question the level of transparency. The boards of the two programs are composed by specific criteria, and questions have been raised about the selection processes and whether they should have been based on other criteria. Questions have also been raised about the cost-effectiveness of SIU’s administration and the appropriateness of its reporting procedures.

A disadvantage of the close monitoring of individual projects and institutions as per today by an administration outside the institutions is that the institutions themselves may feel less responsible for the projects. This may also deprive the institutions of an opportunity to gain experience in managing collaborative projects. Routines with institutional reports may be said to pave the way for less close partnerships between institutions than they otherwise could have had. Close control from Norway may conflict a more user-driven approach.

The merging of the NUFU and NOMA programs into one program may seem to save administration, and thus be cost-effective. The issue is much more complex, however. A flexible arrangement where the modalities differ from country to country or from institution to institution may not be as "effective” as one that limits all projects to adjust to the same system. An important question is how much of the administration that can be added to the institution itself, and how much needs be done by the outside management. The projects’ size and the number of projects/programs are also issues of relevance. There are several unanswered questions, and Norad will listen to good advice from various parties before determining the new program’s administrative model.

10. Promote South-South collaboration in a more systematic way than the NUFU and NOMA.

The present NUFU and NOMA programs have had various arrangements to support collaboration between institutions in the South, the so-called "network projects”. The Evaluation Report concludes that these networks in many cases have served sub-optimal and that there is great potential for such cooperation. One can imagine that a university in the South can become a power-hub in the region and in this way contribute to the strengthening of other institutions in the region. One can also envisage that institutions from a country in the South that has a strong academia can be of support and impetus for the strengthening of academia in less resourced countries. In this way, South-South cooperation may contribute to improved sustainability.

For research to be fertile, cooperation both regionally and globally is important, not least to generate knowledge about global issues. However, it is important to be aware that allocations based on competition may be effective barriers to collaboration.

Lytt til

Les fonetisk

Annex  2

TO NORAD’s CONCEPT PAPER:

Alternative models for Norwegian support to capacity building in higher education and research in the South
Table 1: Three alternative models for capacity building of higher education and research

	
	Model 1: Defined by researchers
	Model 2: Defined by institutions in the South
	Model 3: Defined by authorities in the South

	1. Flexibilty
	Project proposals should contain higher education at all levels as well as research and institutional capacity development.


	Project proposals should include the needs for institutional capacity development, education on all levels and research.
	As in model 2, but directed by the  Government of the Partner Country.



	2. Demand driven
	Project proposals should describe how the project responds to needs of the civil society and the public and private sectors, and this should be a major precondition for funding.
	As model 1.


	The Partner Country is chosen based on it’s prioritized needs.



	3. Long-term and sustainability
	Project descriptions should respond to long term priorities of the country and ensure long-lasting capacity development that sustain also after the period of funding is finished.
	Project proposals should describe the level of sustainability


	As in model 2, but directed by the  Government of the Partner Country.



	4. Geographic/thematic focus
	Calls for proposals/announcements may be limited to countries/regions or thematic areas.


	The model has a geographic focus. In addition, a thematic focus may be decided
	This model has a geographic focus from the start, chosen by Norad or MFA. Thematic areas may be decided.

	5. Collaborate with Norwegian Institutions
	Project proposals should have at least one Norwegian partner in addition to partners from the South.


	Norwegian institutions or researchers may be connected to the project during the project definition phase, or when the program is already granted.
	As model 2

	6. Mutual partnerships 
	Project proposals should be based on mutual partnerships where researchers from Norway and from the South jointly develop ideas, launch the project and are responsible for the results. 
	The thematic focus should be fairly open in order to achieve mutual partnerships. 


	As model 2

	7. Research 
	Project proposals shall include a research component where one objective is joint publications in international peer reviewed journals. 
	Research must be part of the program.
	As model 2.



	8. Institutional capacity building
	Project proposals should describe how the South institution(s) is (are) expected to be strengthened regarding administration skills and infrastructure. 


	The project proposals should describe the need of institutional support verified by the need of long term capacity development and sustainability.
	As model 2, but directed by the Government of the Partner Country.



	9. Administrative model
	An independent body is needed
	The institution in the Partner Country  administrates the program to a larger degree.
	As model 2.



	10. South-South collaboration
	South-South collaboration may be announced as a prerequisite.
	South-south partnerships may be stimulated between institutions in a country or in a region.


	The programs are country specific. Institutions within one country can collaborate. Regional cooperation of research can be stimulated.


Annex 3

TO NORAD’s CONCEPT PAPER:

Alternative models for Norwegian support to capacity building in higher education and research in the South
Table 2:  Assessment of three alternative models for capacity building of higher education and research  in the South.

	
	Model 1: Defined by reseachers
	Model 2: Defined by institutions in the South
	Model 3: Defined by governments in the South

	1. Flexible
	+
	++
	+++

	2. Demand driven
	+
	++
	+++

	3. Long term and sustainability
	+
	+++
	++

	4. Geographic/thematic focus
	+
	++
	+++

	5. Collaborate with Norwegian institutions
	+++
	++
	+

	6. Mutual partnerships 
	+++
	++
	+

	7. Research 
	+++
	++
	+

	8. Institutional capacity building
	+
	+++
	++

	9. Administrative model
	
	
	

	10. South-South collaboration
	+++
	++
	+
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