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Preface

The evaluation of the two Norwegian sister programmes for learning and research in
the South comes at a time when — in this report’s words — globalisation and impor-
tance of research-based knowledge make a renewed emphasis on higher education
and research necessary. How intriguing is it not then to read that the implications
of efforts to further the internationalisation of Norwegian universities are perceived
to be a threat to the positive outcomes of the two programmes in the future.
Norwegian reforms to make universities more internationally competitive already
influence the two programmes tremendously and are likely to do so for years to
come, according to the report. This is one background towards which this report
could be read. On the other end, the role of institutions of higher learning in foster-
ing knowledge, insight, innovative abilities and creative thinking as preconditions for
poverty alleviation should be kept in mind.

The overall conclusion of the evaluation is a positive one. The NUFU and NOMA
programmes have significantly contributed to capacity building in the South and, to
some extent, also in Norway. Generally the programmes and their working modali-
ties are highly appreciated by recipient countries and partners. In fact — even if the
programmes are seen to be supply-driven and the relationships between Norwegian
and partner country institutions are seen to be asymmetric — respondents in the
South were in general satisfied with the programmes, including the administration,
more so than their colleagues in Norway.

The evaluation team has had no problem in identifying one overriding issue which

— again in their words — challenges the very foundation of the programmes: the
organisational complexity of the Norwegian funding system. Although most recipi-
ents and partners value the collaboration, there is also a widespread frustration
with the way it is structured, managed and administered. The well-known Norwe-
gian flexibility seems to have escaped these programmes. Urgent action is recom-
mended to rectify the situation.

One observation by the team strikes an accord with some previous evaluations of
Norwegian development cooperation. The capacity building is more about individu-
als than about institutions. The programmes support primarily education of indi-
vidual students and researchers, and only to a limited extent the wider research
environment. As such, the programmes are characterised as somewhat old-
fashioned, and steps to move towards arrangements of like-minded donors like
Sweden and the Netherlands are recommended.
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As one will understand, the evaluators have taken a critical look at the two pro-
grammes in a report that is disciplined and thorough. That — however — should not
diminish the achievements of the two programmes in contributing significantly to
developing capacity in research and higher education in partner countries.

Oslo, January 2010

Asbjgrn Eidhammer
Director of Evaluation
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Executive Summary

Background, scope and approach

NUFU - The Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) and the Norwegian
Council of Universities (NCU) signed a cooperation agreement in 1991 which led to
the initiation of the Norwegian Council of Universities’ Programme for Development
Research and Education (NUFU) in 1991. The main objectives of the NUFU pro-
gramme are to contribute to competence building in developing countries through
cooperation between universities and research institutions in Norway and corre-
sponding institutions in developing countries, and to contribute towards increased
South-South cooperation. Collaboration is primarily in the form of research and
training of PhDs and some Master’s students. The programme has been evaluated
twice, in 1994 and 2000.

NOMA - (Norad’s Programme for Master Studies) was initiated in 2006 after an
evaluation of the Fellowship Programme. The main aim of the NOMA programme is
to support public and private sectors in eligible countries by establishing and
developing relevant Master programmes in the South in close collaboration with
Norwegijan institutions, and by providing financial support to selected students. The
Master programmes are to be chosen on the basis of the competence needs and
the priorities of participating countries in the South.

The current evaluation was commissioned by Norad early 2009 to cover the third
(2002-2006) and fourth (2007-2011) programme periods for NUFU and the NOMA
programme from its start in 2006. The main purpose of the evaluation is to analyse
and assess the two programmes in relation to the aims, objectives and strategic
directions for the programme periods and make relevant recommendations.

The evaluation seeks to address 1) process and learning: What has been learned
within the programmes concerning the weaknesses pointed out in previous evalua-
tions relating to coherence, transparency and involvement of South partners,
institutionalisation in partner institutions, and collaboration with other Norwegjan
support schemes? and 2) organisational structures and issues: institutional capac-
ity building, mandates, division of work, voice and decision making, management
and administration, monitoring and evaluation, mainstreaming gender equality and
other issues which need strengthening if the programmes are to function optimally
as North-South and South-South-North partnerships in future knowledge econo-
mies. Relevance and effectiveness are key criteria for the assessment of efforts in
these areas.
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The evaluation is carried out on the assumption that the increasing globalisation
and importance of research-based knowledge make a renewed emphasis on higher
education and research necessary in the South as well as in the North.

The ambition of documenting outputs and outcomes of the programmes is re-
stricted by the quality of data available. Data and information for the evaluation
derive first and foremost from 1) SIU’s documentary collections and databases,
from 2) the Team’s primary data collection from interviews, focus groups and
workshops in the three case study countries Ethiopia, Malawi and Nepal and from
Norwegian stakeholders, as well as from self-evaluations using SWOT and from an
e-survey administered to all participating institutions in all the countries where
NUFU and NOMA are involved, and from 3) Comparative models for support to
research and higher education established in Sweden, the Netherlands and Den-
mark. Quantitative and qualitative data from the different sources have been vividly
triangulated to validate one source against another.

Findings and Conclusions

From the outset it became clear that the current political and institutional environ-
ment in Norway regarding university reforms and internationalisation of (support to)
research and higher education already influence the two programmes tremendously
and are likely to do so for years to come. This dimension was added to the Evalua-
tion Framework which encompasses eight thematic areas and clusters of evaluation
questions. The overall findings and conclusions are presented under the thematic
area headings:

Capacity development in the South

The contribution by both the NUFU and NOMA programmes to capacity building has
been significant, widely recognised and highly valued. The NUFU programme has a
recognised brand and is well known for its accomplishments in PhD education and
research collaboration. The younger NOMA programme is generally appreciated as
demonstrated in Nepal and Malawi, while in Ethiopia (at AAU) there is a greater
need for the NUFU type of support to post-graduate training and research. This is
indicative that the diverse nature of universities in the South requires more flexible
and contextually sensitive approaches to capacity building.

Support has been much centred on capacity building through individual research-
ers. There is now a need to revisit the programmes’ capacity building concepts in
order to also meet the demand for more holistic approaches which encompass the
department, the faculty, and even the university management.

South-South and South-South-North Cooperation

The South-South-North collaboration opportunity is applauded by most stakehold-
ers, but the value added in its present form of implementation is difficult to ascer-
tain. South-South cooperation is currently an add-on to already existing activities,
rather than new directions or activities to the programmes. The participation of
partners/partner countries is often arbitrarily decided and does not seem to reflect
more strategic considerations. The established North-South partnerships seldom
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originate in the South, and in general, the South-South-North cooperation modality
is an underexplored opportunity.

Management and administration, decision-making and transparency

The organisational complexity at the higher level management of the programmes is
not a primary concern to partners in the South. They express a general satisfaction
with the way projects are managed, i.e. primarily by their Norwegian partners. The
asymmetric collaboration modalities are tolerated as long as the funding is coming
forward. Frequent delays in funding transfers, sometimes, but not always, within the
universities in the South, are a continuous nuisance. Management (in Norway) is
experienced as unnecessarily rigid when for example ICT problems are not accepted
as plausible excuses for failing important deadlines.

Norwegian partners do not appreciate SIU’s administrative and management
systems nearly as much. Complaints concern access and dialogue; changes in
reporting formats, without the necessary pilot testing; and decision making systems
of the NUFU and NOMA Boards which are not experienced as fully transparent.

The NUFU and NOMA administrative systems are seen as unnecessarily complex.
The Norwegian partners often express support for a merger between the pro-
grammes.

A general problem associated with both the NUFU and NOMA programmes is
inadequate mechanisms to assess the work done, by reference to output, outcome
or achievement indicators.

Synergy effects

The strategic directions of the programmes aim for synergy between NUFU and
NOMA and between these and other funding programmes and institutions in
Norway, in the relevant countries in the South, and internationally. Synergy is
looked for in the sense of shared efforts in capacity building, staff exchanges,
curriculum or research topic alignments, etc. is rare. The NUFU and NOMA pro-
grammes tend, with notable exceptions, to exist in parallel. Complementary funding
from the Quota Scheme is utilised. Norwegian Embassies could play a facilitating
role, also between sector programme support, research and higher education, but
contact between the programmes and the Embassies is ad hoc only and deals
primarily with administrative matters.

Relevance for the South and for Norwegian institutions

The relevance of the two programmes, not only to universities, but also to the larger
societies, is generally considered adequate in view of the necessity to build knowl-
edge economies to combat poverty. Relevance could, however, be strengthened by
more thorough assessments of the contexts in which programmes are supposed to
work, i.e. by assessing institutional needs as well as demands from the labour
market. The establishment of closer links between universities and stakeholders in
the surrounding society, constituting potential areas of employment for NUFU and
NOMA graduates, would also add to relevance. In many cases strengthening
multidisciplinarity would improve relevance. Projects often claim to be multidiscipli-
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nary, but have often only added minor items or courses of broader societal rel-
evance.

However, the most important factor for enhancing relevance would be a change of
the collaboration modalities, emphasising demand driven forms of collaboration,
rather than the prevalent supply-driven nature of cooperation.

Gender issues

Gender equality is given high priority in both programmes but so far mainly in the
sense of increasing female participation. The aim for gender balance has changed
in favour of women, but integration of more women is constantly hampered for
social and cultural as well as programmatic reasons. Some measures are being
considered to ensure equal rights for female PhD students from the South such as
access to maternity leave and child care.

There are few attempts at going further than ‘female head counts’ and to integrate
gender perspectives in curricula and research, also when research and education
programmes provide opportunities for gender mainstreaming (e.g. water, energy,
conflict, environmental education etc).

Separate announcements for targeted women’s projects are relevant provided they
do not sideline the requirement for gender mainstreaming across projects and
programmes. There may at times be a risk of bias against males’ participation in
areas traditionally dominated by women. There is an obvious need for including
‘gender analysis capacity’ into programme management.

Recommendations

In the process of the evaluation two factors came to overshadow the analysis,

conclusions and recommendations, i.e:

¢ The current political and institutional environment in Norway for internationalisa-
tion of research and education, with an epitome in the ongoing university reform

¢ The organisational complexity in which the NUFU and NOMA programmes
operate.

The programmes were initiated at a historical juncture where the parameters related
to these two factors were very different. The expectations to the international
context in which the programmes should function have changed much. Without
addressing these factors up front, the detailed programme recommendations might
soon be undermined. Hence, the most important and overriding recommendation of
this evaluation is the following;:

It is recommended that urgent steps be taken to resolve organisational complexities
and harmonise working modalities of institutions operating within the North-South
dimension of capacity building in research and higher education and the fostering
of knowledge economies. This may be done by identifying which objectives that
ought to be pursued by each of the institutions, and how this can be achieved.
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A number of thematic and programme related recommendations have been derived
and presented in the report. The overall messages in the recommendations may be
summarised as follows:

e Establish a common understanding and operationalisation of the key concepts
and aims of the programmes: capacity building, synergies, bilateral and multilat-
eral/ network projects — South-South-North cooperation, and gender main-
streaming — with indicators attached for use in strategies and M&E.

* Ensure support at highest political level for simplification of the organisational
and administrative complexity, and possible integration of the NUFU and NOMA
programmes. Harmonise with national and international modalities for working
with North-South dimensions of research and higher education to optimise
synergies at all levels.

* Strengthen context sensitive mechanisms for assessing and meeting demands
for Masters and PhDs, for “basic” and “applied” research, and for building
strong partnerships with better balanced voice and decision making between
Southern and Norwegian Partners.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Higher education, advanced knowledge and research play a pivotal part in develop-
ment, both in the North and the South. Since 1991 the Norwegian Programme for
Development, Research and Education (NUFU) has been a key element in the
Norwegian efforts to contribute to development in the South, by facilitating coop-
eration between Norwegian universities and research institutions and similar
institutions in the South. Likewise, Norad’s Programme for Master Studies, initiated
in 2006 succeeding the Norwegian Fellowship Programme (NFP), aims at contribut-
ing to development in the public and private sector in eligible countries by establish-
ing and developing Master programmes in the South in collaboration with Norwe-
gian institutions.

While NOMA is thus still in its first programme period (2006-2010), NUFU is cur-
rently in its fourth period (2007-2011). The two programmes are administered by
the Norwegian Centre for International Cooperation in Higher Education (SIU) on the
basis of cooperation agreements with the Norwegian Agency for Development
Cooperation (Norad). While both are administered by SIU, the programmes are
organisationally kept separate, each with its own board.

In spring 2009 Norad initiated an evaluation of the NUFU and NOMA programmes.
The results of that evaluation are reflected in this report. The report follows previous
evaluations of the NUFU Programme and the NFP (1994, 2000 and 2005; SIU
Review 2003 — See Annex 5: Key finding of previous evaluations).

The overall focus and purpose of this evaluation is:

e to analyse and assess NUFU and NOMA in relation to the current aims, objec-
tives and strategic directions of the programmes and make relevant recommen-
dations. The question is if the changes and redesign of the programmes have
led to the expected improvements

* to document the quality of work done under the two programmes

* to provide a learning exercise for stakeholders with a view to better synergies in
the future.

With a view to the main objectives of the NUFU and NOMA programmes (see
section 1.2) the evaluation thus focuses on, and is structured along, the overall
issues of: 1) capacity development in the South, 2) South-South collaboration, 3)
management and administration, 4) synergy effects, 5) decision-making processes
and transparency, 6) relevance to the South and 7) relevance to Norwegian institu-
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1.2

tions. Furthermore, the evaluation pays additional attention to the current reforms
of the higher education and research system in Norway with e.g. changes in funding
modalities that may affect the participation of Norwegian researchers and institu-
tions in the future programme activities.

The evaluation covers programme activities in all eligible countries for the third and
fourth NUFU programme periods (2002-2011) and the current NOMA programme
period. Using various data collection methods the evaluation has engaged stake-
holders on all levels involved in the programme - and has included field trips for
in-depth data collection in Norway, Ethiopia, Malawi and Nepal.

The target groups for this report are the various stakeholders engaged in the
NUFU and NOMA programmes in Norway and in the South. The report is part of the
learning process and stakeholders are provided with inputs to the ongoing process
of adjusting and optimising the modalities of the programme activities to the extent
deemed necessary.

The Programmes

The overall objective of the NUFU Programme is to contribute to capacity and
competence for research and research-based education in developing countries
relevant to national development and poverty reduction through cooperation
between universities and research institutions in Norway and in the South (including
South-South-North-collaboration) - primarily in the form of research collaboration
and training of PhDs.

The NUFU programme has been in place since 1991 and is currently in its fourth
5-year programme period. Over the years the programme has received generally
positive evaluations, although some criticism has been raised regarding e.g. a lack
of transparency in decision-making and a weak level of institutionalisation of the
supported projects (the projects being essentially for and of individual researchers).
The programme has changed little since its inception with regard to its overall
objectives and implementation modalities. While the accomplishments over the
years have been impressive (e.g. with regard to university candidates produced), it
seems necessary to scrutinize the programme modalities in the light of the develop-
ment in the changing international situation since its inception.
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Box 1.1 NUFU projects, countries and budgets

A total of 136 projects received funding during the third and fourth NUFU period; in
the 2002-2006 period, 71 projects were implemented by 31 partner institutions in 18
countries together with 12 Norwegian institutions, and the period 2007-2011 consists
of 65 projects implemented by 31 partner institutions together with 12 Norwegian
institutions.*

Institutions in the South, primarily in Norway’s partner countries in the Sub-
Saharan Africa, Asia, Central America, are eligible for Support from NUFU.? The bulk
of the NUFU projects involve partners in Africa with Tanzania and Ethiopia being the
largest recipients. A total of 25 countries have received support through bilateral or
network projects.

The total project allocation for 2002-2006 amounted to MNOK 329, whereas the
figure for 2007-2012 is MNOK 344.

The upper limit for project budgets in the fourth programme period is MNOK 3.5 for
bilateral cooperation projects and MNOK 6 for regional network projects. The project
circle is five years after which a second five year period may be applied for. To ensure
sustainability, supportive measures of maximum MNOK 1.5 can be applied for.

The overall objective of the NOMA Programme is to support the development of
Master programmes in the South through collaboration with institutions in Norway
within selected fields in accordance with national needs. The NOMA programme
was established in 2006, succeeding the previous Norad Fellowship Programme,
which had been in existence for more than 40 years. The focus in the relatively new
NOMA programme on establishing Master’s programmes with universities in the
South meant a rather drastic shift in the sense that the programme activities to a
large extent were moved to the institutions in the South.

Previously, with the Norad Fellowship Programme, Master programmes were
integrated into the host education institution’s degree structure and teaching was
open to Norwegian and international students from North and South alike. For
Norwegjan host institutions, the shift towards degree programmes located in the
South meant a significant loss of income as only students enrolled in degree
programmes in Norway carry a cost compensation provided by the Ministry of
Education and Research according to general Norwegjan regulations and standards.

It should be noted that the Norwegian Quota Scheme providing individual scholar-
ships for students from a broader spectrum of countries in the South than those
eligible under the NOMA programme, is still an option for Norwegian universities to
attract students carrying a full compensation to host universities (funded by the
Ministry of Education and Research, rather than by Norad allocations over the aid
budget from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs).

The aim of NOMA is to achieve long-term sustainable capacity of institutions in the
South to provide the national workforce with adequate qualifications, to stimulate

1 Online: http:/siu.no/en/Programme-overview/The-NUFU-programme/Project-Portfolio

2 Norway’s main partner countries are: Tanzania, Mozambique, Uganda, Zambia, Malawi, Bangladesh and Nepal. Other partner
countries are: Angola, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, Nigeria, South Africa, Afghanistan, Indonesia, China, Pakistan,
Sri Lanka, Vietnam, East Timor, The Palestinian Areas, Guatemala and Nicaragua (as listed in NUFU 2007-2011 Programme
Document).
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1.3

South-South-North collaboration through the development of regional Master
programmes, to enhance gender equality in all programme activities and to
strengthen and develop the competences of Norwegian institutions to integrate
global and development perspectives in their activities.

Box 1.2 NOMA projects, countries and budgets

A total of 36 projects in 16 countries are being implemented as bilateral or
multilateral projects by 26 partner institutions in the South together with 14 Norwegian
institutions.

Eligible countries are: Malawi, Mozambique, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, Bangladesh,
Nepal, Nicaragua, and Bolivia. Other developing countries may also be included as
decided by Norad.® Nepal is the country with the most NOMA projects (six).

In the years 2007 and 2008 the total allocation for NOMA projects was MNOK 187.
In 2009 the amount available for an additional cohort was MNOK 44.625.

For individual projects start-up funds is maximum NOK 200,000 and the upper limit
for project funds is MNOK 4.5 (MNOK 6 for multilateral programmes). Administrative
costs should be maximum 7.5%. For 2009, the upper limit for each project was MNOK
2.25 (MNOK 3 for multilateral projects).

Social sciences, mathematics and natural sciences as well as medical sciences are
the main discipline areas for both the NUFU and the NOMA programme. The
countries eligible for support are largely the main recipients for Norwegijan bilateral
aid, and the thematic areas selected for support vary and change according to the
general Norwegian aid priorities. Projects under both the NUFU and NOMA pro-
grammes are organised as collaborations between a Norwegian higher education
institution and one or more institutions in the South.

Limitations

This evaluation is the result of the implementation of various data collection meth-
ods with the intent of building a thorough and comprehensive picture of the func-
tioning of the NUFU and NOMA programmes. Inquiring into weaknesses identified in
previous evaluations and acquiring qualitative assessments of lessons learned may
easily lead to the weaknesses playing a prominent part in evaluations like this.
However, identification of weaknesses is a foundation for the identification of
opportunities and a formulation of recommendations for future improvements,
which is also in focus in this report. Even though weaknesses and room for im-
provement have indeed been indentified in the process, it is important to bear in
mind that the overall picture arising is that of programmes with a large and positive
effect in accordance with their stated objectives.

The evaluation relies on a large body of various quantitative and qualitative data.
However, certain limitations regarding quantitative outcome and output-oriented
data in particular, have posed challenges regarding evidence to pursue all evalua-
tion questions and hypotheses. The study has applied good practice evaluation

3 For the current programme period this may be: 1) Countries that can further Norwegian contribution to peace and conflict resolution
and have relevance for rebuilding of society after conflict such as Afghanistan and Sudan, 2) countries whose competence and
capacity within higher education and research enable them to assist and cooperate with eligible countries within the region (Norad’s
Programme for Master Studies 2006-2010. Programme Document).
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methodology which does not claim to be quantitatively representative but provides
indicative information of issues, trends and contributions. The history of NUFU and
NOMA in the three case study countries and at different Norwegian universities is
sufficiently wide to provide a variety of indicative lessons of NUFU and NOMA
contributions. The evaluation findings are based on primary data targeted to the
evaluation questions and collected through the e-survey in all partner countries and
through self-evaluations and interviews in the three case study countries and in
Norway. The primary data complements information elicited from SIU documents
and databases, which are also frequently used. The report may appear as biased
since 1) supportive evidence for the young NOMA programme is much less than for
the long-standing NUFU programme, and 2) findings on the programmes ‘in the
field” necessarily derive more from the three case-study countries and views from
Norwegian partners and management than from partners and stakeholders in other
countries.

It was the intention to prepare a tracing strategy in order to trace and to talk with a
larger number of former students and candidates in the two programmes in the
case study countries. Prior to the country visits contact was taken to the university
administrations with a request for contact information to former NUFU and NOMA
students. The few responses received clearly indicated that tracer systems are
embryonic if existing at all and insufficient for even starting to develop a tracing
strategy in collaboration with local experts during the evaluation. However, the
Evaluation Team did meet with a number of former PhD students of NUFU projects,
primarily candidates who were now employed at their home institution or at other
departments of their home university. Focus group interviews were also undertaken
with NOMA students, both indigenous students and from other participating coun-
tries in South-South-North collaboration programmes, most of whom were em-
ployed besides their studies.

We had hoped to meet Norwegian students involved in programme activities in
Ethiopia, Malawi and Nepal, but this did not materialise, partly because the number
of Norwegian students in the NOMA projects is very limited, even though it is stated
in the NOMA Programme Document that: “Norwegian students should be encour-
aged to enrol in course modules in the South as well as in Norway as a part of their
degree programme.™ That the projects might provide an opportunity as a field-
study base for Norwegian students with other funding was not seen either, but was
claimed to have happened in rare cases in Nepal.

Considering that effects and relevance of the programmes are high on the agenda
it was a bit surprising that none of the institutes or universities — neither in the
South nor in Norway — has established any form of tracer system or other more
systematic Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system. It is an obvious area where
alumni organisations — and SIU - could play a role.

4 NOMA 2006-2010 Programme Document, p. 4.
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1.4 The Report

After having shortly presented the programmes and the evaluation in this chapter,
the methodology, analytical framework, data collection methods, collected data,
and challenges in the process of the evaluation are outlined in chapter 2.

The main body of the report, the findings in chapter 3, is thematically structured
according to the themes laid out in the Terms of Reference for the evaluation. Apart
from different aspects related to the programmes, there is also a section comparing
other similar programmes from Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands with the
Norwegian programmes in question.

Chapter 4 contains conclusions and recommendations.
Short versions of the country reports from the case studies in Ethiopia, Malawi and
Nepal are to be found in Annex 2. The full versions including annexes are available

from Norad on request.

The evaluation has been carried out by COWI A/S, Denmark, and a team composed
of:

Henrik Secher Marcussen, RUC, Team Leader Binod Bhatta, Nepal, Consultant

Erik W. Thulstrup, RUC, Core Team Angela Faith Chimwaza, Malawi,
Consultant

Shibru Tedla, Ethiopia, Core Team Mads Ted Drud-Jensen, COWI,
Support Team

Britha Mikkelsen, COWI, Core Team Rolf Kromand, COWI, Support
Team
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2. Methodology and Analytical Framework

2.1 Approach

This chapter outlines the approach to the evaluation and the methods and tools
used for data collection and analysis. It presents the evaluation framework, devel-
oped from the TOR, and how it was adjusted to accommodate recent changes in
the Norwegjan context of international development cooperation, internationalisa-
tion of higher education, and university reform. These framework conditions are vital
since the evaluation covers both retrospective (ex-post) and forward looking (ex-
ante) perspectives. It means that the NUFU and NOMA programmes have been
thought out and designed to function under significantly different framework condi-
tions than those which reign today and will influence the programmes for years
ahead. This must necessarily be reflected in the recommendations of this evalua-
tion.

The analysis and recommendations address research/higher education and admin-
istrative procedures for the NUFU and the NOMA programmes separately. However,
since the Evaluation Team recommends a closer integration of the two pro-
grammes, discussions of relevance to both programmes are sometimes integrated,
- organisation and administration in particular.

As a follow-on to previous positive but critical reviews, the evaluation has focused
on the 1) process - what has been learned within the programmes?® What can be
done to ameliorate shortcomings, e.g. enhancing ownership, participation and
empowerment of the Southern partners? and on 2) organisational structures -
institutional capacity building, mandates, various stakeholders’ involvement, trans-
parency, influence, division of work, etc. which need strengthening if the pro-
grammes are to function as genuine South-South and North-South partnerships.

The evaluation focuses on the central characteristics of the NUFU and the NOMA
collaboration programmes, and emphasises the attributes that are intended to give
effect to the stated objectives - the evaluation thus analyses effectiveness with
regard to: 1) Capacity development in the South, 2) South-South collaboration, 3)
Management and administration, 4) Synergy effects and 5) Decision-making
processes and transparency.

The relevance of the supported research activity and the research-based higher
education for the governments and, in particular, for academic institutions in the

5 For an overview of selected findings from previous evaluations, see Annex 5: Key Findings of previous evaluations.
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South and in Norway is also a key issue of the evaluation. Gender mainstreaming
adds a dimension which cuts across both effectiveness and relevance issues.

Hence, the relevance and effectiveness of the efforts undertaken in the pro-
grammes are in focus in this evaluation, in combination with sustainability - un-
derstood in terms of the long-term robustness of institutional arrangements in
particular.

Data and information for the evaluation derive first and foremost from 1) SIU/NUFU
and NOMA administration’s rich documentary collections and databases, from 2)
the Team’s primary data collection in the three case study countries Ethiopia,
Malawi and Nepal and from Norwegian stakeholders, as well as from self-evalua-
tions using SWOT and an e-survey administered to all participating institutions in the
South and from 3) Comparative models for support to research and higher educa-
tion established in Sweden, the Netherlands and Denmark. The evaluation has
followed the workflow as it was set out in the Inception Report.

Figure 2.1 Work Flow

] ] ‘+' T
Seminar and

follow-up with
stakeholders

2.2 Evaluation Framework

The evaluation framework (see Annex 1) has been guiding the overall approach to
the evaluation. The framework reflects the issues and evaluation questions of the
TOR. Hypotheses and a selection of possible indicators were developed against the
evaluation questions and helped to guide the Team’s common understanding of the
assignment as well as the preparation of data collection and analysis instruments
used in the evaluation (see section 2.3 and Annex 1). The findings of the evaluation
are presented under the eight evaluation issues. Though not integrated in the
evaluation matrix we want to emphasise that the introduction to the following
chapter on Findings, section 3.1 on Building Knowledge Economies, can be seen as
part of the evaluation framework.

2.3 Data Collection Methods and Instruments

The Evaluation Team has been using a variety of tools, instruments and guidelines.
Several of these were shared with stakeholders, e.g. the e-survey questionnaire and
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guidelines for undertaking a self-evaluation using SWQOT. The tools were included in
the Inception Report, May 2009 and are only selectively included here in Annex 1.

2.3.1 Document Review

A substantial amount of documentation has been reviewed. SIU promptly supplied
programme and project documentation, initial project reports, annual reports,
institutional reports, and other project documents, in particular from the three case
countries (see Annex 7). Policy documents, national and international debates, and
comparative models have also been studied. Previous evaluations of the NUFU
programme, the Norad Fellowship Programme and the SIU administration, have
been significant for understanding the history and assessing changes.

2.3.2 Self-Evaluation using SWOT

SWOT - Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats - analysis is increasingly
used as a tool in self-evaluations and learning processes. In this evaluation, self-
evaluation using SWOT has been a very important source of information, providing
valuable, qualitative insights into stakeholders’ assessment of the NUFU and NOMA
programmes.

All Norwegian universities (20), other key stakeholders and the universities in the
three case study countries Ethiopia (4), Malawi (1) and Nepal (2) who have partici-
pated in the NUFU programme 2002-2006 and 2007-2011 and in the NOMA
programme 2006 — to date, were requested to participate in the self-evaluation.
Universities in other countries were not included, but they had a chance to partici-
pate in the e-survey. Requests for the self-survey participation were sent to institu-
tional contacts, who organised the self-evaluation sessions differently. The majority
kept the SWOT analysis for NUFU and NOMA separate. Some reports include joint
self-evaluations plus self-evaluations by separate departments/institutions. If all
separate reports are counted the number is 28, each involving from a few to 15
persons, and covering three quarters of the institutions invited. Several of the
self-evaluations were undertaken in cooperation between the Norwegijan institution
and partner institutions in the South beyond the three case countries, e.g. partners
in Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Vietnam.

The self-evaluation respondents were university and institutional responsible per-
sons, project coordinators and former students, SIU/NUFU and NOMA administra-
tion and Boards and the Ministry of Education and Research. The majority of the
self-evaluations were from the Norwegian partners and stakeholders, some of
whom have gone to much greater length than expected, providing comprehensive
discussions of the evaluation issues and questions. The self-evaluation reports
represent a vital set of qualitative information which has been vividly used to
validate other sources of information and to raise follow-up questions.

In most cases the institutions themselves organised self-evaluation/SWOT sessions
in accordance with the guidelines provided by the Evaluation Team. Separate NUFU
and NOMA SWOT workshops were held at Oslo University and at Tribhuvan Univer-
sity, Nepal, facilitated by Evaluation Team members.
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2.3.3 E-survey and SIU Database Utilization

An e-survey® was undertaken in order to reach NUFU and NOMA programme’
participants from other than the three case countries and from all involved universi-
ties in Norway. The survey was targeted at project coordinators and institutional
contacts and contained questions related to the issues in the evaluation framework.

Close to 400 e-mails were distributed to contact addresses provided by SIU - to
project coordinators, institutional contact persons and institutionally responsible.
The response rate was 20 pct — or 78 persons - only, even though reminders were
sent out, mails were re-sent to alternative e-mail addresses which were in some
cases provided by SIU. Explanations of non-responses are several: Many addresses
were no longer in use; some respondents said, they had no professional engage-
ment with the programmes; several questionnaires were stopped during filling-in or
transmission, some due to electronic failures, others due to respondent’s failure to
complete what they experienced as an excessive exercise.

There is a slight overrepresentation of Norwegian respondents from whom 53 pct.
of the responses derive. Respondents’ affiliation to the different programmes/
periods under evaluation is fairly equal as seen in table 2.1. That the sum of
responses is above 100 pct. is explained by the fact that some respondents have
been involved in more than one project?.

Table 2.1 Which programme have you personally been professionally
engaged in?

Number Share
NUFU in the period 2002 - 2006 26 33%
NOMA in the period 2006 - 2010 28 36%
NUFU in the period 2007 — 2012 43 55%

In spite of the relatively low response rate and the bias towards responses from
Norwegian stakeholders the e-survey has provided interesting information, not least
because the questionnaire contains many open-ended questions. Many respond-
ents have given comprehensive, qualitative explanations, which have informed the
evaluation and have been used in data triangulation of other sources.

Several sessions have been held with SIU in Bergen on the information stored in
the SIU databases. These contain valuable information and are in principle acces-
sible to partners in the South and in Norwegjan universities. However, the data-
bases - still - suffer from a number of drawbacks, e.g. lack of compatibility between
different bases, which has reduced our reliance on these sources in the evaluation
(See also Box 3.6). The databases are in the process of being updated in order to
become more dynamic, detailed and user-friendly, the Evaluation Team was told.

6 Replies could be given through a link to the survey or in an attached word document.

7 It is attempted throughout the evaluation to be as correct as possible in using the terms programme and project. According to Norad
and SIU programme usually refers to the total programme as defined in the programme documents for NUFU and NOMA, whereas
each collaborative project is labelled a project. Within the NOMA programme this may be even more confusing, since the projects’
content is to establish Master programmes. (Communication from SIU August 2009).

8 Even though responses were only obtained from a limited sample of the target population the figures are interpreted and presented
in the report under a general condition of a 95% confidence level.
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Nevertheless, the databases contain an extensive and valuable set of quantitative
and qualitative data reported by the project managers and participating institutions
on project processes, students, publications, etc.

2.3.4 Interviews, Focus Groups and Workshops

A mixture of individual and focus group interviews, using semi-structured interviews
was conducted with key stakeholders in the three case countries and in Norway

— including Norwegian Embassies (see list of people met, Annex 3).

The semi-structured interview form implies that we - as evaluators and based on
the evaluation questions - have pre-selected the themes and have suggested a
particular chronology. However, within this frame there has been plenty of scope for
the interviewees to influence the content of the discussions - to elaborate, add new
perspectives or issues in dialogue with the consultants. The interview guide (see
Annex 1) thus has a fairly generic form and has been adapted to the given situation
depending on who was actually being interviewed, e.g. ministry officials, research
coordinators at a university or former students individually or in groups. The inform-
ants were consulted on the relevant evaluation questions and hypotheses as
reflected in the Interview Guide. Elaborate minutes of all interviews were drafted
and shared among the Evaluation Team as a vital source of information. Workshops
were conducted at the end of each field visit, in order to debrief key stakeholders
and validate preliminary findings. In Nepal the debriefing workshop had to be
cancelled due to political unrest, but was succeeded by a follow-up from the
Evaluation Team’s Nepali participant.

Focus group interviews were conducted with selected, current NUFU and NOMA
students. In Nepal it was possible to join students from Sri Lanka and Nepal in a
common focus group. Former students of the NUFU programme, now employed in
the home department, participated in focus group interviews and self-evaluations
with researchers/ project managers. In addition interviews were held with university
management representatives as well as with selected researchers not participating
in the NUFU or NOMA programmes. To assess adequacy and relevance, interviews
have been conducted with selected stakeholders outside the universities.

In Norway relevant stakeholders for interviews were selected researchers/project
managers and administrators at six universities/university colleges, NUFU and
NOMA board members, selected Norad, SIU, RCN, Ministry of Education and
Research, and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs representatives with experience from
the programmes. A few external persons with knowledge of the programmes were
included. The Team realises that additional relevant stakeholders could have been
included both in Norway and in the case study countries.

2.4 Data Triangulation and Validation

The many types of data and information produced in the evaluation have been used
thoroughly in a triangulation process where one type of information has been
compared with other types, for focusing questions and for validation. For example,
information from reviews of former evaluations, project/progress reports, annual
project and programme reports and other key documents, influenced the formula-
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tion of the evaluation questions. These were reflected in all evaluation tools, and
responses obtained from the e-survey and self-evaluations were checked against
each other and followed up in personal and focus group interviews. This has been
particularly important, since most of the evaluation questions could not be an-
swered through the quantitative information available from SIU or from the Evalua-
tion Team’s own survey. Quantitative data available in SIU’s databases provide some
information about outputs in terms of candidates and publications, for example. But
in general the databases do not report on quantitative indicators that would have
helped to answer in more depth the outcomes of the programmes.

Another challenge to the quantitative data is the relatively low number of e-survey
responses. Results and conclusions based upon the survey will therefore not stand
alone, but in so far as it is possible be supplemented and/or supported by other
sources of data. In this situation the multiple sources of qualitative data generated
by our different evaluation instruments, both in the e-survey, in the self-evaluation,
interviews and workshops have been extremely useful in the attempt to validate our
preliminary findings. The character of the data means that the qualitative assess-
ments made by the various stakeholders are not necessarily representative for all
programme activities, but they represent positive/negative aspects that have been
identified in the process, and subsequently analysed and assessed regarding their
relevance via data triangulation. Robust findings, unless presented otherwise, are
thus 1) confirmed by many stakeholders, 2) supported by other data and 3) in
accordance with theory or appear plausible. - The Evaluation Team has throughout
made all efforts to live up to DAC’s Evaluation Quality Standards.
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3. Findings

The findings from all parts of the evaluation are presented in this chapter, i.e. from
document review, the three country case studies, stakeholder interviews in Norway,
e-survey and self-evaluation and SWOT reports. The presentation follows the
evaluation issues as presented in the Evaluation Framework Matrix, Annex 1, and
the evaluation questions and hypotheses guide the presentation and analysis
without being followed chronologically. The Evaluation Team’s primary data, in
particular, and information from SIU’s databases are used to document the findings
(in Figures, Boxes and Tables). In accordance with our definition the findings are
‘robust’ (section 2.4) unless presented otherwise.

Section 3.1, Building Knowledge Economies in the South and North, is a discussion
of the rationale or ‘theory’ for programmes to support research and higher educa-
tion in the South. It is included here as an extension to the Evaluation Framework.
Findings for section 3.1 and section 3.11, Comparative models build on literature
studies and phone interviews.

3.1 Building Knowledge Economies in the South and North

The increasing globalisation and importance of research-based knowledge make a
renewed emphasis on higher education and research necessary. Only this way will it
be possible to meet the challenges and to explore new opportunities connected
with globalisation and technology development. This is a main strategic objective for
countries in the North, as demonstrated by the Norwegian White Paper (St.
meld.14) on internationalisation of education, as well as the paper on a new
development agenda (St.meld.13) in which three main focus areas are addressed,
Capital, Climate and Conflict.

While that of building knowledge economies in a Northern context is vital, so it is for
countries in the South, and no less so. For countries in the South the challenge is
much more fundamental, complex and far reaching, as numerous developmental
issues have to be tackled more or less simultaneously, in particular the many
consequential effects of an often widespread poverty, and the vicious circles
maintaining such poverty.

The role of institutions of higher learning and research in fostering knowledge and
learning, technological insight, innovative abilities and creative thinking as precondi-
tions for poverty alleviation is an element only recently having received the neces-
sary greater attention, not least as provoked by processes of globalisation, transna-
tionalisation and global insecurity and crises in their variety of forms. The need for
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such new emphasis has in particular been stressed by the World Bank, which due
to the process of globalisation has been forced to revise earlier standpoints: “...
there is a perception that the Bank has not been fully responsive to the growing
demand by clients for tertiary education interventions and that, especially in the
poorest countries, lending for the subsector has not matched the importance of
tertiary education systems for economic and social development.” ®

The strong correlation between innovation performance, productivity, and economic
growth has been demonstrated in a number of cases and for different groups of
countries®,

Nowadays there is little doubt that research and tertiary education are main drivers
of economic development, but for developing countries the challenges are enor-
mous facing the threat that the existing knowledge gaps may widen.

Therefore, for these countries support to higher education and research is crucial, if
the developing nations are not to lag further behind. It requires long-term invest-
ments of considerable proportions, if internationally comparable skills and knowl-
edge economies are eventually to be created.

However, the global interconnectedness and related rapid transitions require a more
holistic view towards education and research. According to experience, there is a
need to move beyond the individual researcher, teacher or student as well as the
individual department, embracing the broader educational and research environ-
ments. This is now the policy of the World Bank and some bilateral donors, such as
Sida. For the latter, capacity building in research takes its point of departure in the
contextual analysis of an existing national research capacity, and based on assess-
ments of the institutional framework as well as prevailing national policies and
strategies allocations and resources may be provided to individual universities or
research organisations. However, such support is provided for research manage-
ment on the one hand, and research environments on the other, rather than having
the individual researcher or individual department as the focal or starting point**.

Building knowledge economies is a sine qua non if the developing nations are to
move forward, creating greater socio-economic development. In order for knowl-
edge-based development to work it must be supported by strong universities.
However, the results of a university strengthening are not instant; the strategy must
be supported consistently over a period of several years. To be continuously rel-
evant, effective and viable it must be flexible, contextual and must adapt to change
and new challenges.

The NUFU programme has been in existence for quite some years, while the NOMA
programme is a rather new creation, although its use of Master’s programmes in

9 World Bank (2002): Constructing Knowledge Societies: New Challenges for Tertiary Education, Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, p.
xviii.

10 World Bank’(2007): Building Knowledge Economies. Advanced Strategies for Development,Washington, D.C.: The World Bank.

11 SIDA (2006): Support to national research development. Stockholm: SIDA-Sarec. Also, see chapter 3.11 Comparative models for a
more detailed description and analysis of the approach and strategy of Swedish, Danish and Dutch programmes and activities
comparative to NUFU and NOMA.
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the South as its main means of capacity building is more of the traditional sort, and
has been in existence for a rather long time as well.

In the present evaluation, the NUFU and NOMA programmes have been assessed
according to the TOR in relation to effectiveness, relevance, administrative ef-
ficiency, synergies and sustainability. But the recent publication in Norway of new
internationalisation strategies and development aid policies, as well as recent
developments within collaborating universities and the context under which they
work in the South, have led to a further question: Are the two programmes still
adequate and sufficiently flexible responses to the actual needs and priorities —
both in Norway and in the South? A preliminary response to this question is offered
in 4.1, Conclusions and Recommendations.

3.2 Research and Higher Education Capacity Building in the South

Research and higher education capacity development have a number of different
meanings and instruments to apply when implemented. ‘Capacity building” and
‘institutional development’ are core objectives in both the NUFU and NOMA pro-
grammes (see box 3.1).

Box 3.1 Capacity development in the South

NUFU - “Capacity building and institutional development. All NUFU-supported
projects should be directed towards building sustainable capacity and competence
within research and research-based education at the partner institutions in the South.
Educational activities should be included in all project proposals, i.e. education of
Master’s and PhD candidates, and/or the development of educational programmes (at
Master’s and/or PhD level) at the institutions in the South...”

NOMA - “To achieve, in a longer term perspective, sustainable capacity of institutions
in the South to provide the national workforce with adequate qualifications within
selected academic fields of study... The programme emphasises the need for a long-
term strategy for capacity-building. ..The NOMA may also give support to activities
that contribute to institutional development, included administrative and managerial
capacity, at the partner institutions.”

Source: NUFU Programme Document 2007-2011 and NOMA Programme Document 2006-2010

The similarity with regard to sustainable and institutional capacity development
goals in the two programmes is striking. However, neither of the programmes offers
any precise definition and operational criteria of the wanted capacity building or the
instruments to be used.

3.2.1 Students and Candidates

The lack of a precise description of what is meant by capacity development ham-
pers monitoring, feedback and, in particular, identification of appropriate achieve-
ment indicators. However, one simple and possibly also the most important initial
indicator for success is known: the number of Master’s and PhD graduates from the
South educated through the NUFU programmes??, see table 3.1.

12 The Annual Report 2008 for the NUFU Programme operates with the following ‘indicators’ or headings for Sustainable Capacity
Building and Institutional Development: 1) Recruitment of PhD Candidates and Master's Students, 2) Development of Courses and
Programmes, 3) Training of technical and administrative staff, 4) Bridging the gender gap.
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Table 3.1 NUFU Master and PhD candidates by completion year or expected
completion year

Completion year/

Program exp. Completion Master PhD Total

NUFU 2002 - 2006 2006 303 90 393
2007 130 39 169

NUFU 2002 - 2006 433 129 562

Total

NUFU 2007 - 2012 2008 23 8 31
2009 75 5 80
2010 42 41 83
2011 1 140 141
2012 6 6

NUFU 2007 - 2012 141 200 341

Total

Grand Total 574 329 903

Source: SIU NUFU database, August 2009 Note: Table 3.1 shows the completion year and expected year of
completion of Master and PhD candidates from the two NUFU programmes. There is a stronger focus on educating
PhD students rather than Master students. In the NUFU 2002-2006 programme approximately 1 out of 5 students
was a PhD, while in the NUFU 2007-2012 the expected ratio will be closer to 3 out of 5. The expected NOMA
candidates 2006-2010 are 569. For more figures on students / candidates, disaggregated by sex, including NUFU
and NOMA students, see section 3.9 Gender Issues.

It is important to note that since the NOMA programme is relatively new, and still in
its first programme period, output data for the NOMA programme is quite limited.
Figures for students, applicants and admitted candidates are presented in Table
3.2:

Table 3.2 NOMA students, applicants and admitted candidates

Female Male Total
Applicants 2007 259 558 817
Students 2007, total 60 128 188
Applicants 2008 394 825 1219
Students 2008, total 200 370 570
New students admitted, 2008 140 242 382

Source: NOMA Annual Report 2008.

In addition to the figures in Table 3.2, the NOMA Annual Report 2008 further states
that by 2009, 169 NOMA students are expected to have submitted their master
thesis, two third of them - if qualified - obtaining a NOMA master degree awarded
by a non-Norwegijan institution.

It is stated in very general terms in the project documents for the two programmes

that indicators of success must be increased capacity and production of knowledge
and competence, and the dissemination of relevant candidates with employable
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qualifications. Candidates should have the potential of playing a significant role in
the long-term economic, social, technological and cultural development as part of a
qualified work force of the countries in the South (NOMA) and in the strengthening
of research and HEI institutions as well as dissemination of research results (NUFU).
Over and above these general success criteria, it is expected that project coordina-
tors will identify quantitative and qualitative targets and indicators in their proposals
against which the projects will be reported. At the programme level it is evident that
there is a need for more comprehensive indicators for project outputs, achieve-
ments and outcomes beyond the annual summary of graduates produced and
research papers published.

3.2.2 Reflections on Cost-efficiency

To assess cost-efficiency of capacity building in support of Masters and Ph.D
programmes poses a variety of challenges. First, it presupposes rather detailed
data gathered over longer programme periods by the programme responsible
institution, both in relation to direct and indirect costs as well as data on outputs
and outcomes. Secondly, comparisons with similar programmes elsewhere, such as
within a Nordic context, are challenged as funding conditions and indirect costing
vary considerably.

Data for the NUFU and NOMA programmes collected by SIU for each project include
a set of standard break-down of annual costs. The budget lines could in principle be
used to calculate cost efficiency but not all expenses relate directly to ‘student-
costs’. The existing monitoring of the programmes does not report on indicators of
cost-efficiency and the Evaluation Team has therefore included assumptions in
connection with student-cost estimates.

The information available to the evaluation team from which a rough estimate can
be made on the average cost of Masters and PhD candidates is mainly about
degrees expected to be awarded within a given time period, and the corresponding
funds available for each programme within a given programme period. However, this
information does not establish how much of the project funding can be directly
related to the education of students and how much has been spent on general
capacity building, travels, etc. Nevertheless, based on the available but incomplete
set of input and output information the Team has calculated an estimate of average
costs for production of graduates, but with necessary reservations about the
precise production of candidates and costs. The following specifications and reser-
vations are made:

* The number of candidates used for calculation is based on an expected output
of candidates over the whole programme period?*s.

* The expenses used for calculation is based on the overall grant for each project
over the whole programme period, with a correction of the amount which can be
expected to relate more or less directly to the production of candidates!4. The
correction is as follows:

13 The output used for the calculation is 903 NUFU candidates and 569 NOMA candidates. For a breakdown of the numbers, please
refer to section 3.2.1.
14  The estimated expenses are MNOK 206 in total for the NOMA programme and MNOK 377 for the two NUFU programmes.
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—  Where information has been available on detailed budgets for each project,
certain budget lines are used as indicators of expenses relating mostly to
student production.*®

— Where detailed budgets were not available an estimation of the share of
funding relating directly to candidate production has been used to adjust the
overall budgets for each project?®.

The estimated average cost for candidates is calculated as the estimated amount of
funding relating to the production of students for each project, divided by the
expected number of students from each project. The estimated average cost of
candidates is shown in the table 3.2.2.

Table 3.2.2 Average estimated cost for producing candidates under the
NUFU programmes and the NOMA Programme

(NOK)
NUFU 2002 - 2006 258.474 564.392 1.270.541 362.873
NUFU 2007 - 2012 407.235 936.8911® 839.043 510.261
NUFU total average 313.005 591.648 977.598 418.531
NOMA - 362.706 - 362.706

Source: SIU database and account extractions

In the case of NOMA the number of degrees expected to be awarded are 569, and
the total costs were MNOK 206, corresponding to a Master degree cost of around
NOK 362.706 per degree. This figure is a rough estimate and might be subject to
greater uncertainty than the NUFU estimate due to the fact that the NOMA pro-
gramme is in a build-up phase.

In the case of NUFU it is difficult to assess the costs as Masters and PhD degrees
awarded in most cases have been fully funded by NUFU, while in other cases only
partly. In some cases the studies have been entirely funded by other sources.
However, the total number of degrees reported during the programme period 2002
— 2012 amounts to 903. With a total Norad funding of MNOK 377 this results in an
average cost of NOK 418.531 for NUFU Master and PhD candidates, which, how-
ever, covers some variation between master and PhD average costs.

15 We have used the direct student related budget lines for NUFU, “Scholarships/fellowships”, “Project administration”, and half of the
expenses related to “infrastructure” and half of the expenses relating to “institutional development”. Student related budget lines
used for NOMA projects are “Scholarships”, “Teaching and supervision”, “Project administration” and half of the expenses relating to
“Institutional expenses”.

16 This estimation is based on the average share of the total budgets represented in the detailed budgets, where these have been
available for NUFU and NOMA projects respectively. The average used for directly student related expenses is 89% for NOMA projects
and 76% for NUFU projects. These figures are used to estimate ‘student related costs’ in projects for which we have total cost figures
only.

17 Some NUFU projects produce both Master and PhD candidates, which makes it impossible to attribute the amount of funding for
each type of candidate. Therefore this particular category of projects has been established. The number of candidates from NUFU
projects comprising both Masters and PhDs is 712 out of a total of 903 NUFU candidates.

18 The relatively high price for Master candidates under the NUFU 2007-2012 programme covers an expected output of only 6
candidates, meaning that the number should be considered with some reservation.
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In both the NOMA and the NUFU case, the total costs per degree awarded should
also include indirect costs such as contributions from the Norwegian Ministry of
Education and Research, from the universities/ institutes and from coordinators/
researchers, as well as indirect costs covered by universities in the South, and
possible volunteer and un-paid work by the university staff. A consequence is that
the real cost per Master or PhD candidate above may be underestimated. Such
indirect costs are complicated to assess and would require time and resources well
beyond what has been possible in the present evaluation?®.

A recurrent statement received during interviews is that the compensation paid
within the programmes or via contributions from the Ministry of Research and
Education has drastically declined over time. This leaves an increasing amount to be
covered by the Norwegian universities and, not least, by the researchers involved,
who use a growing part of their research time, even their free time, on work with
students from the South. This is hardly a sustainable situation, since the economic
pressure on university staff is increasing these years. This pressure rewards produc-
tion of international publications, while capacity building in the South does not
count much.

Box 3.2 Regarding cost-efficiency and funding synergies

The following quote from a self-evaluation report captures information from many other
self-evaluation reports and interviews:

“Regarding cost-efficiency, the group considered that project results could in no way
have been achieved more cost-efficient. In fact, most projects rely upon significant
amounts of voluntary and unpaid work, even if the partner institutions also contribute
substantial amounts outside the project budget.

A very time-consuming activity for project participants is the search for funding-
synergies and the process of applying for additional funding from any available sources
in order to make the projects sustainable over time in an insecure environment of
short-term funding. This includes applications for additional student and PhD funding,
for various sub-projects that can be implemented as separate entities, for publications
and dissemination, for academic conferences etc. This is not cost-efficient”.

Source: Self-evaluation report from a Norwegian University, June 2009

To compare the uncertain estimates from both the NOMA and NUFU programmes
with similar estimates from programmes in the Netherlands, Sweden or Denmark is
as mentioned previously hazardous, as conditions vary greatly. Variations in costing
structures and conditions of remuneration, and even between different years, make
it nearly impossible to reach fair estimates. Such variations are seen in the case of
Danida’s programme, where overheads generated for universities from the pro-
gramme budget have over the past three years risen from 20%, via 35% to now
44%. This policy shift has been closely associated with the Danish university
reform, with limitations on core funding and incentives to generate external funding
instead. In the Dutch and Swedish cases, however, full cost recoveries for universi-
ties seem to be the adopted policy by the funding bodies, so comparisons should

19 The Team acknowledges that information on indirect costs for salaries etc. could have been obtained from MER but would have
contributed with only part of the mixed picture of different funding sources.
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be considered indicative at best. A recent estimate?® shows that the cost of a
Danida MSc is approximately equivalent to NOK 400.000. This amount includes
fees estimated to approximately NOK 200.000 per candidate. NOMA candidates,
who are the most comparable in this case, cost around 360.000 NOK. In-so-far it
is not possible to establish to which degree the cost for a NOMA candidate includes
fees, it can be assumed that with a high degree of fees included in the NOMA
candidate cost, the price resembles or is a bit lower than the Danida equivalent. To
this should be added that according to reporting from the self-evaluation, a consid-
erable amount of un-paid work is undertaken, leaving little room for improving the
cost efficiency of the projects (See for example Box 3.2).

With the precautions taken concerning data and structural differences between
support modalities in different countries, a tentative finding is that the level of
cost-efficiency for NUFU and NOMA MSc and PhDs is not too far off from other
similar programmes.

3.2.3 Institutional Capacity Building

Evidence from reports, interviews and self-evaluations shows that capacity building
has primarily been focused on individual researchers and students from the South,
and only marginally on the administrative and professional personnel; among these,
mostly on technicians. Institution building does not seem to be a high priority, no
matter how needed this may be. Provision of equipment and other forms of infra-
structure has generally been rather limited in scope, although many of the institu-
tions in the South suffer greatly from lack of, for example, laboratory equipment,
access to relevant literature and [T-facilities. During visits to partners in the three
case study countries it was demonstrated that especially the provision of modern
equipment, which has taken place in some cases, is greatly appreciated.

It is clear that the focus on the individual researcher and the limited attention to
logistics and research infrastructure of institutions in the South limit the contribu-
tion to institutional sustainability. A more holistic approach to capacity development
with elements as described forthwith would be needed in order to strengthen
institutional sustainability in general, not only within the more equipment-dependent
NUFU projects. There were several examples of NOMA projects that were either
dependent on infrastructure support from other sources or were quite limited
because of such shortages?*. In Nepal students from a current Master’s study
programme utilized equipment provided for an earlier NUFU project.

In addition to research and education infrastructure there is also a need to
strengthen institutional capacity and build local ownership of facilities, curriculum
development, student supervision etc. Such activities were not included to any
great extend in the majority of partner institutions met by the evaluation team. The
activities also include strengthening capacities within research and higher education
management. The links between specific projects anchored in departments/
institutes and the partner university’s priorities and research strategies (where they

20 Quoted in Erik W. Thulstrup (2009): North-South research cooperation: How can contribution from Swedish universities be sustained
and improved? Sida.

21 Clearly brain drain is a severe risk in these programmes; however, it has been demonstrated by the International Foundation for
Science (IFS) that small infrastructure grants to young researchers greatly reduce the risk of brain drain.
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exist) are rarely made explicit, nor seen in context of the wider national research
and higher education environment. Among the most important activities would be
support for tighter links between universities, industry and the labour market in
general. Such activities are ad hoc and not included in the present programmes, in
spite of the fact that they might provide much needed benefits in the form of more
direct contributions to economic development and improved institutional sustain-
ability.

Although programmes, their results and management, in a few cases may have
been able, in part at least, to foster new research management and policy meas-
ures introduced at departmental levels, influencing decision-making at university
level has been more limited, it has not been possible to verify impact in relation to
the higher education sector as such. This may be related to several factors, but in
particular the general lack of adapting a holistic approach to programmes, reaching
beyond the individual and departmental level, but also due to such influence more
likely being the result of direct interactions between university management and the
higher education sector. In other words, in the evaluation few direct inroads to the
higher education sector have been possible to identify, which is yet another argu-
ment for taking a broader and more comprehensive view to the assistance pro-
vided.

Cooperation with the Norwegian partners has been instrumental in achieving
results, especially within the research training activities. Examples of joint responsi-
bilities in other important fields include curriculum development and, to a limited
extent, strengthening of administrative and technical staff capacity (see table 3.3)
and, concerning NUFU, often badly needed improvements of dissemination (publi-
cation) habits.

An indicator of capacity building is embedded in figures on administrative and
technical (e.g. IT) staff training, by sex, from the two NUFU periods. Table 3.3 gives
crude evidence of the training provided for support staff. Such training has been
particularly important in management of technical equipment and IT; a possible
explanation — for the fact that the number of trained female staff is lower than that
of males.

Table 3.3 Administrative and technical training of staff NUFU 2002-2006
and 2007-2012

Type of Training 2002-06 2002-06 2007-12 2007-12 Grand

Female Male Female Male Total
Accountancy 3 10 8 8 24
Administration 11 4 11 5 31
Technical 11 27 9 14 61
Other 9 1 7 6 23
Total 34 42 30 33 139

Source: SIU NUFU database, August 2009
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Capacity building based on research collaboration between Norwegian and South-
ern partners (outside graduate students), including production of common research
papers in international, refereed journals, has been fairly limited®? (see table 3.4).
One may fear that the new university reform process in Norway may further reduce
the incentives for such research cooperation (see chapter 3.9), although the reform
actually strongly encourages publication of many papers. But often such papers are
easier to produce in cooperation with colleagues in industrialized countries.

Table 3.4 Published and peer reviewed articles in journals (2002-2006) and
publications published* (2007- mid 2009)

Programme Total Average pr. year
NUFU 2002 - 2006 424 106

NUFU 2007 - 2012 135 68

Total 559

*Includes articles.

Source: SIU NUFU database, August 2009 Note: The table shows a comparison of published and peer reviewed
articles from the two NUFU programme periods. So far the 2002-2006 NUFU programme resulted in 424 articles
published and peer reviewed and NUFU 2007-2012 in 135 so far. The average number of publications for NUFU
2002-2006 is relatively higher than the later NUFU programme. This may be due to the fact that it takes time to
collect data for the articles which therefore result in a higher publication rate towards the end of the programme
period.

The time frame for support is also crucial when considering capacity building at
institutional level. The possible time duration of NUFU projects (two times five years,
plus in extraordinary cases an additional two years) may seem appropriate but is
considered by many to be too short for proper capacity building. In the NOMA
programme, the guaranteed time horizon (a few batches of students) is considered
so short that it, in connection with incomplete funding for the activities, may be
considered a highly risky endeavour.

3.2.4 Employment

It has not been possible to establish an overview of where NUFU candidates are
currently employed, and thus of the usefulness of the efforts, except for evidence
that many graduates return to their home institution and thus contribute to institu-
tional development. However, SIU has attempted to estimate where NUFU candi-
dates find employment based on feed-back from partners, but the Evaluation Team
was informed by SIU that the data reliability was uncertain (see figure 3.1). No
Norwegian or partner institutions have established tracer mechanisms for keeping
track of returning graduates, even though tracer systems would be important for
assessing the relevance of research-based education and the marketability of the
candidates as well as for establishing output. So far capacity building has focused
on what is required to get the individual student through the system, academically
and administratively, less on assessing such institutional capacity needed to
produce employable candidates outside the universities. Since relevance to society
is vital for both programmes this may be the time to establish and finance a tracer

22 If the average number of publications were one publication per Master student and three publications per PhD student (common
international norms), the number of publications (NUFU 2002-2006) would have been more than 800, four times the actual
number.
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mechanism, broad enough to accommodate both the NUFU and the NOMA pro-
gramme.

In a few cases, interviews were conducted with representatives of the private and
public sector, or international organisations, who generally were very appreciative of
the NUFU, but in particular the NOMA/NFP programme and the quality of candi-
dates.

Figure 3.1 Labour market position for NUFU 2002 - 2006 funded PhD
candidates after completion

B Staff member at university
in the South

[l Other position in home
country

[ Left for another country in
the region

O Left the region

[ No information

Source: Estimate from the NUFU Final Report 2002-2006. Note: The figure shows where the PhDs from NUFU 2002
- 2006 have been employed after completing their degree. The largest share is employed as staff members at a
university in the South - in line with programme objectives.

3.2.5 Special Aspects of the NUFU Programme

The NUFU programme is well established over many years. Thus it is generally well
known with many internationally recognized achievements, especially in the form of
PhD degrees and to a smaller extent through, for example, research results of
importance for developing countries?3. Unfortunately, no data on citation rates for
the papers produced were available. It would be wrong to judge capacity - individual
and institutional - only as peer reviewed published articles?*. Other potentially
important outputs are included in Table 3.5%.

23 Such good practice examples are, for example, the Tribhuvan University based Aerosol Concentrations project (with NTNU) and the
Child Health and Nutrition programme (with UiB).

24 Quantitative indicators of scientific quality for the NUFU programme are: The number of articles published in refereed journals. The
number of other publications produced within the programme. The number of other dissemination activities that have been
organized, nationally and internationally.

25 Information on peer-reviewed publications is registered differently in data bases for the two NUFU periods; only 2002-2006 figures
are included here. Total peer-reviewed publications for NUFU 2007-2012 by August 2009 are 196 of a total of 258 publications /
outputs.
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Table 3.5 Total published dissemination of research for NUFU 2002-2006,
reviewed and non-reviewed products

Peer reviewed

Main category Yes No Not stated Total
Article 424 67 361 852
Book 1 151 152
Exhibition 1 1
Lecture 1 1
Media exposure 73 73
Part of book 2 203 205
Report/thesis 309 309
Workshop 1 4 124 129
Total 426 74 1222 1722

Source: SIU NUFU database, August 2009. Note: The table shows all published material from the NUFU 2002-
2006 projects by category of publications. In most of the materials there is no information on whether it has been
reviewed. Almost half of the material that is published has been articles and a little less than half of these have
been peer reviewed.

Capacity building within the NUFU programme targeting PhD students has in some
cases, notably in Ethiopia, made it possible for partner institutions in the South to
approach the leading edge in their respective fields. In general, the NUFU pro-
gramme has been highly constructive in providing the partner institutions with
international exposure and access to international research networks. In many
cases the capacity built through PhD programmes as well as the North-South
partnerships created, are likely to be viable and long-lasting, at least as long as the
possible disincentives created by the current Norwegian university reforms do not
erode the achievements made.

Even if this happens, the improved international exposure of the Southern partners
makes it possible, even likely, that in the future a more diverse range of interna-
tional partnerships may be established, well beyond the present, often quite
exclusive, partnerships with Norwegian researchers and institutions.

3.2.6 Special Aspects of the NOMA Programme

Given the short existence of the NOMA programme, a thorough assessment of
achievements, e.g. in terms of outputs and outcomes, is difficult to establish.
However, a number of challenges to the programme have been identified, especially
during interviews with project partners in the North and South?®.

In the past, the predecessor of the NOMA programme was the Norad Fellowship
Programme (Norwegian Fellowship Programme). At the time it was regarded as easy
to use, flexible and with an easy administrative handling, and it was not surprising
that it was popular among participating researchers. Today the NOMA programme is

26 “The NOMA programme is experienced as more problematic than the NUFU programme, but also for the NUFU programme the
number of applicants has gone down, and we do not know what will happen in the future” (Minutes of Norad-SIU Board meeting
09.12.08).
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no longer considered a non-bureaucratic source of funding for training of developing
country students. Fortunately, this has not led to a drastic decline in the number of
applications recently received in the second application round. But for several
reasons, in particular the strongly criticised compensation system, some university
institute stakeholders in Norway informed the Evaluation Team that they were not
likely to apply for NOMA funds again.

Today, most Norwegian partners consider NOMA an additional or complementary
funding opportunity for research training, in addition to other funding opportunities,
such as EU funding, grants from the Research Council of Norway, or especially the
popular Quota Grants.

In order to make ends meet, Norwegjan applicants are usually forced to shop
around among a variety of sources for funding (see Box 3.2). Among these, NOMA
is rarely the first and most important choice.

The compensation to the Norwegian institutions taking part in the NOMA pro-
gramme is by most considered insufficient?”. No compensation is provided for
supervision and administration, as the Master’s programmes are conducted in the
South — with exceptions for very specialized, shorter courses provided in Norway.
With the increasing financial pressure on Norwegian universities and staff it is
becoming less acceptable to the university institutions that idealistic individuals
amongst their staff do unpaid (or insufficiently paid) work. This may be considered
the single most important threat to the sustainability of the NOMA programme.
There is a serious risk that the aims of the NOMA programme are being undermined
as a result of the less attractive support for capacity building within higher educa-
tion in poor countries and for North-South partnerships and networks. Internal
allocations in some departments and institutes have so far ‘saved” NOMA pro-
grammes, both at the larger universities in Norway and at the engaged University
Colleges, but this is not likely to be maintained.

Other challenges to the broad relevance of the present needs-based capacity
development effort in the South are related to the changes taking place at universi-
ties in the South, in many cases coupled with new forms of both funding and opera-
tion. After more than 20 years of capacity building provided in a rather standardized
and uniform format, new forms of capacity building are now considered relevant,
not only by some universities in the South, but also by governments.

Addis Ababa University (AAU) provides a leading example of this; during interviews
the university management indicated that there is no longer a great need for the
NOMA type of Masters programme support. Today, the university considers itself
fully capable of providing training at this level. Instead, NUFU-type projects at the
PhD level are continuously much needed and are today the preferred form of
collaboration.

27 “Fair compensation” is considered to be as practiced under the Norad Fellowship Programme, or the compensation for education/
examination/supervision ‘hourly rates’ negotiated for RCN projects. “An important measure would be to compensate Norwegian
institutions for education and supervision of students from the South who do not graduate from Norwegian institutions” (Minutes of
Norad-SIU Board meeting 09.12.08).
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3.3

However, even with strong Master level graduate schools at AAU, NOMA pro-
grammes may still be needed in relation to the establishment of a range of fairly
new local universities in Ethiopia or teaching universities trying to become research
universities (for example the universities of Hawassa and, notably, Dilla and Me-
kelle). While these universities may obtain well-trained Master graduates from AAU,
they also need to expand their international exposure and for this the NOMA
programme may be useful.

In the other case countries the need for broad capacity building in some disciplines
at masters level was also emphasized by some institutes who were interested in
building Master level programmes funded by NOMA. In Malawi, for example, the
need for a Master’s programme in Social Work had led to an — (unfortunately)
unsuccessful application for support to supplement a parallel NUFU application.

It is a major challenge to the NOMA programme to continuously adjust to changing
needs and opportunities at universities in developing countries. This requires much
greater flexibility, contextual knowledge and more thorough institutional assess-
ments than are available at present (in Norway as well as in the South). Otherwise
the NOMA programme may increasingly become irrelevant and hard to use.

A different challenge than that of compensation relates to both the Norwegian and
Southern partners, i.e. the capacity to undertake institutional and national needs
assessments for support to higher education. This is a challenge in itself, which is
too often overlooked.

The current new trends within funding for universities in the South come especially
in the form of basket funding to the central university management, which is then
left with an extensive responsibility for channelling the resources to the strategijcally
chosen units and activities. This is a considerable challenge to traditional (even
orthodox) programmes such as NOMA, which have only few instruments in its
toolbox for this kind of capacity building (for further discussion on ‘basket funding/
partial basket funding’ see section 3.11 Comparative models).

South-South and South-South-North Cooperation

“Within research and higher education aimed for economic and social develop-
ment, the interactive process between local and global knowledge has a higher
value than building knowledge alone” (quote from a Norwegian University self-
evaluation report).

During the country visits to Malawi, Ethiopia and Nepal information was collected
from both North-South (‘bilateral’) and South-South-North (‘multilateral’) projects
and programmes. Partners from the South are frequently involved in NUFU and
NOMA projects outside their home country together with partners in other South
countries. Norwegian partners have assisted in bringing new Southern partners into
both NUFU and NOMA projects and to facilitate embryonic regional networks.

In several cases, partners in the South reported that cooperation with other coun-
tries in the South had contributed significantly to fostering not only cooperation, but
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also friendship; it had also helped create greater understanding of mutual problems
at South universities and how they can be addressed. A good example of this is the
Master programme in Conflict, Peace and Development involving Tribhuvan Univer-
sity, Nepal, students from Sri Lanka, and UMB, Norway.

Most students interviewed agreed that the South-South component is of great
value. However, the values were primarily connected with the opportunity for
travelling to new countries and meeting new fellow students and friends. It is less
clear to what extent the added value referred to the academic quality of the particu-
lar programmes attended.

The selection of partners and partner countries does not always seem to reflect
strategic options and considerations; in a number of cases they seem to have been
selected rather arbitrarily (@and of course limited by the list of eligible countries), in
other cases they have been added rather late in the process.

In general, the effect of the South-South cooperation component is mainly to add
to already existing activities, rather than to bring in new project aspects, directions
or activities in the programmes. Rarely do initiatives for establishing additional
South-South partnerships originate in the South, based on specific needs, prior
experience, or clearly expressed wishes and priorities. As long as this is the case,
equal partnerships may not be easy to establish within any of the links in the
South-South-North cooperation. Box 3.3 illustrates, however, that critical thinking
on collaboration and partnership is on the agenda amongst several partners:

Box 3.3 Principles of desirable partnership

Different models of partnerships have been studied by a group of Nepali and
Norwegian researchers involved in the programme on Child Health and Nutrition. The
principles of desirable partnership models that would promote sustainable, relevant
and usable research have been proposed. These may include

* Partners should decide on the objectives together

* Partnership should be built on mutual trust

* Partners should develop networks to share information

* There should be transparency in financial dealings

* There should be a mechanism for periodic evaluation and monitoring of collaboration

 Partners must disseminate the results of research, apply them and share in profits

equitably

Partnership should lead to increase in research capacity of partners and further build

on the past achievement

Strengthening the capacity for conducting socially relevant research should be a

specific aim of the partnership

* The Northern partner should be prepared to relinquish control and to accept
considerable autonomy on the part of Southern partner

After: Adhikari, Shresta and Strand: NUFU programme at Institute of Medicine, Tribhuvan University, Nepal:
Impact on institutional development, May 2009

Concerns were expressed at several Norwegian universities that the ‘eligible project
countries’ (largely the main Norad cooperation countries) are not always optimal
seen from a strategic point of view. Cooperation with universities in South Africa, for
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example, which had been developed over decades, had to be cancelled. Politically
‘eligible countries’ do not always offer optimal research cooperation opportunities.

At present the South-South-North collaboration is rarely based on a solid strategy
and on clearly identified added value goals for the partnerships. Both among the
recipient and the providing institutions and individuals, these concepts remain
vague, highly ideological and theoretical more than practical, realistic and effective.

There was a significant conviction amongst the majority of participants met, both in
Norway and in the South, that one of the strongest benefits of the programmes is
the establishment of links and cooperation between institutions of higher education
and research in the North and the South. The e-survey and self-evaluations con-
firmed the point. This may seem contradictory when one looks at the approach and
the results so far. Both in the NUFU and the NOMA programmes, South-South
cooperation and South-South-North cooperation remain a partly unexplored op-
portunity and not a well-established and effective means of collaboration. But the
programmes are rightly understood as potential vehicles for forging stronger links
between research(ers) and institutions of higher learning.

Until now the NUFU programme has to a greater extent than the NOMA programme
succeeded in providing positive and constructive examples of South-South coopera-
tion, even South-South-North cooperation, although such successful examples are
not particularly widespread. Reasons for successful South-South cooperation within
NUFU projects do of course relate to the much longer history of the NUFU than the
NOMA programme, but also to the greater feasibility of such collaboration at the
research and PhD levels.

In the NOMA programme the regional partners tended to be even more marginally
placed and seemed only rarely to provide qualitative new additions to current
project activities. During interviews in the South only very few examples of construc-
tive effects of South-South partnerships were described beyond the mere participa-
tion in established, international Master programmes.

In the discussions with project partners of NOMA projects, both in Norway and in
the South, hardly any other forms of partnership were mentioned, such as staff
exchange, project work combining education and research, learning by doing, and
joint capacity development. When asked why so little of this kind had happened,
the partners often mentioned the limited and restricted funding under the NOMA
programme as a main constraining factor. South-South cooperation tends to be
particularly costly (especially due to travel and living costs), and this is often not
adequately reflected in budgets.

The overall observation is that the NUFU programme has played a vital role for
decades in building research and higher education collaboration, in particular
between the larger Norwegian universities and their partners in the South. Reality
proves that partnerships take time to consolidate and become sustainable. The
NOMA programme has been established with a similar objective of partnership
creation in mind, in a decentralised model of stronger South responsibility. Great
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enthusiasm has been expressed for engaging in South-South-North cooperation but
early signs of frustration are building up:

Box 3.4 International democracy studies at risk

A cooperation project for Master students from Indonesia, Sri Lanka and University of
Oslo is severely underfinanced and at risk of being closed. The cooperating partners

in Indonesia and Sri Lanka have requested that one of four semesters takes place in
Oslo for studies of the Scandinavian democracy model and exchange of comparative
experience in the South. The Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research (MER)

is only prepared to compensate for study-points generated in Norway in programmes
with exchange agreements and scholarships - not for NOMA exchange activities. MER
has informed the Democracy studies programme that as of March 2007, all expenses
of NOMA programmes are to be covered by Norad. Norad has informed they do not
have the funds. The course has survived partly on the input of two Norwegian lecturers’
free time and reallocation of some research funds earmarked for the two lecturers’
research, partly on a one-time allocation from the Norwegian Embassy in Jakarta. As
from 2009/10 very few students from Sri Lanka and Indonesia will be able to attend
the course module in Oslo. The benefit both to the countries in the South and to
Norway will be adversely affected. The Norwegian partners point out that there is a dire
need that MER and Norad agree on responsibilities and find a reasonable solution to
continued South-South-North collaboration in NOMA programmes.

Source: Uniforum, June 2008, interviews and SWOT at UiO

The case quoted in Box 3.4 relates to the issue of compensation as well as to the
challenge of clear communication on regulations and project management accord-
ing to agreements between the parties involved.

In the current situation the good intentions of forging strong South-North (and
South-South-North) partnerships through the NUFU and NOMA programmes are at
risk of being undermined, not because of a lack of willingness to participate, but
from the consequences of changing resource allocations to universities in Norway.
Such changes are fostered by the Norwegjan university reform and its orientation
more towards output measured funding, rather than core funding. Increasingly,
funding to universities will be based on output indicators, not only intake in terms of
number of students and graduates produced, but also publications in refereed and
certified journals, ability to generate external competitive funding from both private
or public funds (such as research councils), etc. The implication of this for Norwe-
gian partners and researchers is that their involvement in the future may only take
place to the extent the individual department’s bottom line is serviced, or if the
individual researcher uses even more of his or her non-remunerated free time than
what is already presently the case.

This issue runs as a thread through recent project reports, interviews, self-evalua-
tions, SWQTs and e-surveys from all types of stakeholders. The critical and changed
funding mechanism underlines the risk of losing vital bases for Norway to continue
internationalisation efforts in research and higher education which maintain and
consolidate strong links with institutions in the South, links that go beyond collabo-
ration between rich, self-contained universities.
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3.4

In order to identify and optimize such opportunities and to improve the effective-
ness and to sharpen the strategic objectives, SIU in cooperation with the NUFU and
NOMA Programme Boards must clarify the objectives and intentions of the South-
South cooperation, its forms and instruments, and must define proper achievement
indicators to guide the implementation.

Management and Administration

3.4.1 Organisational Complexity

Rules and regulations for the management and administration of the NUFU and
NOMA programmes are stipulated in agreements between Norad and SIU.?% Sepa-
rate NUFU and NOMA Boards are responsible for the two programmes - Norad and
the National Union of students in Norway appoint a board member each for each of
the Boards, and the rest of the members are appointed by SIU on the basis of
consultation with, and recommendations from, UHR. Regulations for management
and administration of the individual projects are laid down in Tripartite Contracts
between SIU, the Norwegian University and the University in the South involved in
the project. Relations between Norad and SIU are also detailed in a ‘Communica-
tion Plan for the cooperation between Norad and SIU” (Revised March 2008).

Box 3.5 Responsibilities and mandates

Norad is responsible for the overall policy of NUFU and NOMA and the guidelines to be
followed in managing the programme according to directions given by the MFA.?°

“NUFU’s Board will make the final decisions on which applications will be granted
support. The Board will look into all aspects of the application and the assessments
made [by the external evaluators applied by the Board], and will make decisions based
on these elements and with the overall compositions of the NUFU project portfolio in
mind.”2°

“The NOMA Programme Board will ensure qualitative aspects regarding the Programme
and the project applications granted funding, assess all applications and distribute
funds according to the stated aims of the NOMA, monitor on-going activities, have a
consultative role as to further development of NOMA.”3t

The overall administration of the programmes is the responsibility of SIU.32

Over the years as programmes have been changed and new ones established a
considerable organisational complexity has developed. This has prompted a lack of
rationality in administrative routines and conditions. Some of these may be illus-
trated by “following the money” through the various steps in the system, locating
decision-making structures, and assessing the functioning of parallel or partly
overlapping funding bodies. Based on this it is possible to assess how adequate,
viable and sustainable the system may be for achieving the intended outcomes.

The funding for the NOMA and NUFU programmes derives from Norad which again
receives the necessary means from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This is based on

28 Norad (2006) Samarbeidsavtale mellom Direktoratet for Utviklingssamarbeid (Norad) og Senterfor internasjonalisering av hgyere
utdanning (SIU) om Forskning og utdanningssamarbeid mellom institusjoner i Ser og institusjoner i Norge giennom Nasjonalt
program for utvikling, forskning og utdanning (NUFU) / Norads Program for Masterstudier (NOMA).

29 Annual Report 2008 - The NUFU Programme and NOMA Annual Report 2008.

30 NUFU 2007-2011 Programme Document.

31 NOMA 2006-2010 Programme Document.

32 Annual Report 2008 - The NUFU Programme and NOMA Annual Report 2008.
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annual negotiations and the decisions about funding levels are then confirmed in a
contractual agreement established between the two institutions. The funds received
are forwarded by Norad to SIU before funding is distributed to the Norwegian
university partners. They are responsible for the transfer of money, either directly to
recipient coordinators and partners in the South, or (more often) to university
international coordinators or to the financial administration of the university.3 From
there the money will (often after some time) become available for the originally
intended target groups. Funds remain with accounts offices and are released only
when actual expenses occur.

Apart from being very lengthy, slow and cumbersome and often delaying the
research activities, the complex route covers a number of different decision-
making structures and administrative cultures which tend to hamper efficiency
and cost effectiveness.

Each player in the network has its own agenda: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs may
have their programmatic and strategjc objectives closer linked to broader knowledge
creation objectives, related to the Norwegian policy of taking full advantage of the
globalisation process. Norad, with its aid history, background and administrative
culture may have a much tighter aid perspective on the funds transferred to NOMA
and NUFU. SIU (an organisational unit under the Ministry of Education and Re-
search) may wish to consult with its own Board, with mainly representatives from
the Norwegian Council of Universities and the Ministry of Education and Research,
before the NOMA and NUFU Boards become involved. While the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Research is the main provider of the universities’ budgets, it has no funds
of its own intended for aid, development or capacity building in the South, nor any
related expertise. Again there is a risk of a clash of cultures. The ability to make fair
decisions about the activities may be hampered by irrational organisational funding
or decision-making structures. Attempts at aligning the different — and often con-
flicting — agendas of the many players are rare, perhaps because it is not clear, who
holds the responsibility to create a better alignment.

Furthermore, the organisational complexity of the funding structure is negatively
affected by the very different conditions given to different activities. The NOMA and
NUFU programmes work under similar criteria and conditions, which are not particu-
larly favourable for the universities. In contrast, some parallel or partly overlap-
ping programmes, such as the Quota Scheme (funded by the Ministry of Education
and Research), the Research Council of Norway (funded over the annual National
Budget, and grants from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs/Norad directed towards
aspects of North-South research collaboration) are working under other and, often,
much more favourable conditions.

The Ministry of Education and Research is bound by the limitations of its university
funding budgets; it has no funding available for aid-related issues or activities,

33 Ase.g. stipulated in the NOMA Guidelines for Master Programmes (2008) (p.9): “All project funds will be transferred from SIU to the
Norwegian main partner institutions. Disbursement of funds to project activities in the South should be made by the Norwegian main
partner institution according to annual budgets. The partner institution in the South shall report on disbursed project finances
annually to the Norwegian main partner institution while the Norwegian main partner institution is responsible for reporting of the
final project finances to SIU.”
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except for the fact that enrolment of developing country students at Norwegian
universities may result in paid compensation (even this opportunity seems to
disappear in the near future). The NOMA programme and its university partners,
focusing on Master’s programmes in the South, will not be paid sufficient compen-
sation for this effort, except in a few cases where students from the South spend a
semester in Norway. As NOMA project administrative costs “should not exceed all
together 7.5 % of SUM scholarships/fellowships + SUM teaching and supervision +
SUM institutional development”3* this leaves in practice very limited funds for
administrative and coordinating activities for the Norwegian coordinators since e.g.
scholarships are to be granted according to local (South) university regulations.3®

Contrary to this, the Quota Scheme may include a full compensation, as students
under this scheme are enrolled exclusively in Norway, and count as output (points)
for the department.3® Similarly, in the case of the Research Council of Norway, who
increasingly support projects similar to the NUFU (with research collaboration linked
up with both Master’s, but in particular PhD training), a system of remuneration and
compensation for the time used is negotiated with participating universities.

These complexities and - as seen from the point of view of Norwegian university
partners — the lack of transparency and the unjust conditions are not only inef-
ficient. They may, if not resolved, threaten the continuation of the programmes and
the sustainability of the supported activities in the South. It should therefore be of
concern to Norad who is overall responsible for the policy of the NUFU and NOMA
programmes that a resolve is found. Perhaps because Norad has delegated admin-
istration of the programmes to SIU and management is taken care of at the univer-
sities Norad has not taken a proactive role on a number of controversial issues
which have repeatedly been mentioned by stakeholders. To mention just a few: 1)
The rigidity concerning eligibility criteria for thematic and country selection which
follow overall Norwegian policies for international development cooperation, 2)
Disagreements on (unclear) compensation criteria for MER and MFA support to
programmes for research and higher education involving students from and in the
South, and 3) an M&E system which is not adequate for assessing outcomes,
achievements and costs.

In conclusion, there is an urgent need for the organisational complexity to be
reduced by initiating a dialogue, in particular between Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Norad on one hand, and the Ministry of Education and Research on the other, in
order clarify objectives, roles and modalities of collaboration. Following this initial
dialogue, also other relevant organisations, such as the Research Council of Nor-
way, the Quota Scheme, the new Oil Fund, SIU, and the Norwegian Association of
Higher Education Institutions, together with the respective NOMA and NUFU Boards
should be brought into the dialogue, in order to create more clarity, transparency,
and not least efficiency and impact of programmes supported.

34 NOMA Programme Guidelines (2006-2010), p. 21.

35 It should be noted that, contrary to what is stipulated in the NOMA Programme Guidelines (2008) (p. 21), several NOMA students
met during country visits stated that their scholarship provided less than local regulations and e.g. did not in practice cover field
work.

36 The Quota Scheme does not include research funds.
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A particular concern — perhaps less urgent — would be to decide how best to involve
the Norwegian Embassies abroad. At present, the Embassies express their interests
in being better informed about programmes and activities, but also in playing a
more proactive role in the different phases of the programmes, at least by being
consulted on crucial areas, such as eligibility criteria, thematic areas of intervention,
needs and institutional assessments and other context bound issues. Further
involvement by the Embassies would require clearer instructions from the MFA.

3.4.2 Monitoring & Evaluation

Today university programmes are increasingly monitored and evaluated on the basis
of the performance of the graduates on the labour market. It would be tempting to
use a similar criterion for research-based training under the NUFU and NOMA
programmes. Unfortunately this is not possible, since graduates are not systemati-
cally traced under the two programmes. However, in the case of the NOMA pro-
gramme, the first graduates have just appeared, and it would still be possible to
implement a tracing system and include all students. Given the importance of
relevance, SIU would be well situated, on behalf of the Programme Boards, to
encourage and assist institutions — and perhaps their alumni organisations - to
establish adequate M&E systems, which would include tracer systems as a means
to trace graduates in employment.

It is striking that — at the other end of the scale of planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation, - systems to assess national and university needs for
specific research and master’s training programmes in the South are administered
ad hoc by Norwegian partners, and have not been systematically developed by the
responsible Programme Boards. Some steps have been taken towards preparation
of planning and monitoring instruments. In 2007, SIU commissioned a study®” to
enhance effect measurement of the NOMA programme. The study elaborates on
the use of indicators. Reactions by stakeholders interviewed were that the recom-
mendations are not sufficiently operational, but no further work on this issue has
been carried out - at least not implemented. In the view of the Evaluation Team this
should not be the end of preparing a needed and more uniform M&E tool. The
Evaluation Team has observed that some elements from the Effect Measurement
study have been incorporated in the Communication Plan® between Norad and
SIU, i.e. the ideas adopted from the British Quality Assessment Agency doing
assessments of higher education institutions and subject areas based on self-
evaluation by the institution. The Evaluation Team encourages that the assessment
system be further developed into a general M&E system with the appropriate
flexibility incorporated, which any M&E system for multifaceted organizations
requires.

The following sections present findings on management and administration based
on views from the South and from stakeholders in Norway.

37 Andersen, C and Tobiassen, A.E.: Effect measurement — Norad’s programme for master studies (NOMA), SNF-Working paper, Nr.
13/2007

38 Norad and SIU (2008): Communication plan for the cooperation between Norad and SIU — Research and research-based higher
education in the development sector.
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3.4.3 Views from the South

Most partners in the South derive much of their administrative and management
experience conducive to the project from the interaction with their Norwegian
counterpart, and much less so from interaction with the NUFU and NOMA adminis-
trations (their Boards or SIU). SIU has an intensive visit schedule and tries to
incorporate visits to all projects on a regular basis (approximately 2-year cycle, at
least for the universities with the largest portfolios), but in reality visits sometimes
take place in connection with crisis management. Topics covered at project visits,
purpose of visits and how follow-up is managed vary according to the standardised
TOR drafted for the visits. Partners in the South did not always see these visits as
instrumental in moving projects forward, perhaps because SIU’s preparations are
primarily done in collaboration with the Norwegian partners.

Direct communication between partners in the South at the higher managerial
levels of the programmes is quite rare.

Many well functioning Norway-South partnerships seem to have been initiated by
former PhD students together with their former, Norwegian supervisors, who have
jointly decided to continue their collaboration under a NUFU or NOMA project. In
other cases, NUFU or NOMA projects have been initiated by Norwegian individuals
who have been involved for years in practical development work, either within the
private sector or as consultants for development organisations. In several cases this
has led to successful cooperation and subsequently to the formulation of joint
applications. An example of this is the involvement of Norwegian researchers/
consultants in water and hydropower development in Nepal.

The Southern partners have generally little knowledge about the project financing
system and Norad. They do not know how Norad relates to its funding source, the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, nor the role of the Ministry of Education and Research
and how they together affect administrative procedures and routines within the
NUFU or NOMA programmes. It may be added that information in the South about
the related Quota Scheme is also very limited, although the Quota Scheme is used
to stretch funds.

The general opinion expressed by the partners in the South is that administration in
practice is fairly smooth and is effectively handled by their Norwegian counterparts.
- Thus, the 36 persons from the South who in the e-survey replied to the question:
How would you characterize the cooperation with Norwegian partner institution(s)?
gave a positive answer. And all except for one person answered that their relation
with the Norwegian partner institution(s) had changed for the better or had not
undergone any particular change.

However, even with the limited experience on direct interaction at the higher levels
of either NUFU or NOMA, the partners in the South are aware of a rather complex
organisational structure, with many links, stakeholders and a variety of, at times,
conflicting rules and regulations. They are often satisfied that the Norwegjan

39 A point has been raised to the Evaluation Team that to the degree SIU is concerned about contact with students from the South,
visits to the Norwegian host institutions are encouraged.
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counterpart deals with this and that they do not have to develop their own expertise
at this level.

Concerning NUFU and NOMA programme administration, Southern partners who
replied to the e-survey were generally more positive than Norwegian partners - 78
pct from the South assessing the programme administration as effective as against
27 pct of the Norwegian respondents.

In some cases serious problems are caused by an inefficient handling of the
transfer of funds from Norway to the partner institution in the South. In some
instances it has been reported that these transfers took many months causing
delays in project initiation, and in some cases arriving so late in the last project
period that the grants could not be fully used®°. In principle the transfer is a simple
procedure and it is hard to understand why these problems occur. It is imperative
that the Norwegian partners to whom this has happened identify the causes and
change their transfer procedures in the future.

Another common reason for late arriving funds is the inefficiency of financial man-
agement in the South*. The financial administrations at many universities in the
South do not understand the need for fast action, which researchers tend to have,
and this is often the main problem in connection with the transition from teaching
to research universities which takes place these years all over the South.

Formal Steering Committees of NUFU and NOMA projects are established and
regular project meetings are held, at which progress is ‘monitored’ and decisions on
future directions taken jointly by the partners in the North and the South. But
according to partners met, in quite a few cases such meetings are only held if the
Norwegjan partner/coordinator happens to be passing by on other missions, and the
meetings are not documented. This often leaves the Southern partner with numer-
ous, sometimes urgent, unresolved questions.

Inputs from the South to the Norwegian partner, for example for Annual Reports,
are generally seen as relatively uncomplicated, although unreliable Internet connec-
tions and long-lasting power cuts at times may make it difficult to meet deadlines.
At some universities, even at the established research university AAU, these prob-
lems are constant challenges, but are often not recognized by either the Norwegian
partner or the NUFU and NOMA management.

In connection with a review of completed project reports for most of the projects,
the Evaluation Team found that many of these were routinely and rudimentarily filled
in, leaving plenty of open space that instead might have been constructively used
for better organizational learning and feedback.

40 A recent review requested by Norad: Gjennomgang av gkonomirapportering og felles rutiner mellem Norad og Senter for internasjona-
lisering av hggre utdanning (SIU), May 2009, prepared by Jan L. Andersen, recommends that Norad should consider to allow that
unspent salaries may be transferred to the remaining programme period and for coverage of other eligible expenses - and allow SIU
to transfer possible savings from unspent expenses to other projects.

41 In countries with high inflation and high interest rates some cases are known of delays in the local system, intentionally caused by
the local financial management. These problems are presumably related to the question of who can earn the interests.
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3.4.4 Views from the North

The perceptions of the administrative procedures and the management of the NUFU
and NOMA programmes are not as positive among Norwegian university manage-
ments and project partners. In the majority of cases, the administrative routines
and, in particular, the reporting requirements are seen as cumbersome and unnec-
essarily problematic. Among the most common reasons given were the frequent
changes in reporting formats. In some cases information about such changes in
reporting formats has arrived very late, close to the deadline. In other cases the
new reporting formats have been introduced on the web without being adequately
tested in advance. Other aspects of deeper organisational concern add to the
complaints over administrative procedures at the SlU-partner institutions level:

Box 3.6 Concerns about management at SIU - partner institution level

“Most of the communication between SIU and the institutions are through the online
administrative tools for application and reporting....

The coordinators thus enter their applications and reports directly into the SIU
database, and the institutions will have to visit the SIU database in order to obtain
documents for their internal processes. This creates a parallel position of the
institutions rather than an in line position. The SIU database has neither until lately in
no way been designed to accommodate this key function for the institutions. Instead
of being able to promote efficient and targeted work by our researchers in application
and reporting processes, the SIU tools require that institutional input be carried out
separately or as a side-activity. Even if institutional ownership is a key-word for the
NUFU and NOMA projects, the administrative tools employed by SIU appear to have
disregarded this issue. It also appears that the quality control of the tools has been low
before launching, and that the development of the tools has been made without much
attention to the needs and routines of external users at the projects and institutions”

Note: This quote from a Norwegian University self-evaluation is in line with information from other self-
evaluations and sources.

Not surprisingly, since the main responsibility for reporting lies with the Norwegian
partner, responses to the question in the e-survey: How difficult are the reporting
schemes/ procedures of the management of NUFU and /or NOMA? were answered
as easy or medium by 97 pct. of the respondents from the South as against 76 pct.
of respondents from the North, and 24 pct. from the North assessed reporting as
difficult.

Even more dramatic are situations where project applications have been turned
down due to late arrival at SIU, but experienced as force majeure of inefficient
electronic communication by the Norwegian and Southern partners®. Norwegian
partners often express their views as “inflexible administration” of the programmes.
Adding to the frustration of Norwegian coordinators and partners is the fact that
their work in connection with the project management is not regarded as fairly
compensated, but usually requires extensive use of either research or free time or
special time allowances from departments or faculties (see Box 3.2).

42 Contact was taken to the Evaluation Team by disappointed applicants, who had been encouraged to apply for supplementary
Women'’s Research funds, but had their late incoming application turned down despite electronic transfer force majeure. Although
this case is an exception rather than the rule, complaints over transparency in decisions on applications were reported to the Team
by several persons interviewed.
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A particular concern of the Norwegian partners is the frequently changing eligibility
criteria for NUFU or NOMA grants; such shifts are often a result of shifts in Norwe-
gian development aid priorities and discourses, rather than a reflection of the needs
and interest of the researchers involved in the North and South. Such politically
motivated changes in the conditions for funding as well as the often shifting admin-
istrative procedures and formats, coupled with a relatively high turnover of SIU staff,
hamper continuity and administrative efficiency in the local project management. It
also at times causes considerable frustration among partners donating plenty of
uncompensated work time to the activities.

Although eligible themes are quite roomy, partners are in cases more confused
than informed, as different themes in one or two instances are lumped together (for
example Theme 2 in the NOMA programme, Environment, economic development
and trade, or Theme 7, Good governance, democratic development, human rights
and migration). From partners in the South, for instance at AAU, it has also regret-
tably been noted that themes situated within the Humanistic Faculty, such as
(indigenous) language, culture and identity are not perceived as being of relevance
or having a role to play in development.

With regard to reporting on funding, Norwegian institutions point to better opportu-
nities for full-cost reporting, i.e. a reporting system which will capture spending
undertaken by projects/institutes over and above reporting to the budget ceiling
only. This would allow for transparency on actual spending which is not captured in
the current template. The template gives an impression that Norad covers all costs
which is not always the case, when institutes and departments put in funds of their
own.

3.4.5 Management: Special Concerns regarding NUFU

The reporting requirements within the NUFU programme are generally seen as
heavy, but sensible. However, the electronic handling of the reporting formats is
repeatedly mentioned as difficult and cumbersome. This is particularly true in the
South, where difficulties in accessing web pages, power cuts and restrictions on
Internet access add to the problems.

The much longer experience within the NUFU programme, however, means that
basic procedures are well established and the requirements with respect to report-
ing and administrative routines are usually better known. Therefore, they generally
cause less critical reflection than in the case of the NOMA programme.

The NUFU programme clearly stipulates that it is the Norwegian partner who is the
overall responsible party for the grant provided, both with regard to monitoring of
progress, planning of activities, administration and management, reporting and
handling of the funding. This built-in asymmetry in the programme - which may have
been introduced in order to ensure that Norwegian administrative standards are
met - may nevertheless be counterproductive in both the medium and longer term.
At present this arrangement seems only tolerated by the Southern partners as a
condition in connection with the funding that comes along with it. Furthermore,
many active researchers in the South consider it an advantage that a significant
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administrative burden is taken off their shoulders. However, it is clear that an
obvious opportunity for building administrative competence among researchers in
the South is wasted this way.

In spite of the acceptance of the rules, several Southern partners are concerned
about the situation and feel that the established partnerships are too unsymmetri-
cal and that this may be caused by a lack trust. There is little doubt that a further
delegation of responsibility to partners in the South may help foster an important
feeling of local ownership. It should not be overlooked that a feeling of responsibility
is among the strongest motivating factors for hard and efficient work.

The element of ownership and motivation is also relevant to stress at university
coordination level: At AAU the university coordinator felt increasing frustration and
resentment as caused by the Norwegjan university coordinators/ researchers
systematically bypassing and neglecting his office, not involving him in any way, and
not informing him about programme developments; instead liaising only and directly
with the individual South partner researcher. This unfortunate state of affairs had
repeatedly been reported back to Norway to both SIU and the Norwegian coordina-
tors/ researchers, but to no avail.

The asymmetric relationship between Norwegian and Southern partners has been a
repeated concern in previous NUFU evaluations. Long-standing relationships have
pros and cons - mainly pros in fostering sustainable partnerships. However, cultural
sensitivity does not always correlate with long-term acquaintance but entails a risk
of turning into patronisation. Several examples of this were given. Partner institu-
tions in Norway - whether new or in longer-standing relationships - must continu-
ously ask themselves how best to manage asymmetrical relationships and be aware
of the risk of patronizing. Just like NUFU has managed gender sensitisation
‘courses’ it may be suggested that cultural sensitivity events were sometimes
administered, possibly with SIU as an instrumental agent.

3.4.6 Management: Special Concerns Regarding NOMA

The administrative procedures and the management practices under the NOMA
programme have received much more criticism than those under NUFU. This is
likely to be a result of the less established nature of the NOMA programme, as well
as its past as a Norad Fellowship Programme. This programme was by many
considered much better than the current NOMA set-up. The former was generally
seen as flexible, easy to handle administratively and with less bureaucratic restric-
tions - in addition to carrying with it a fair compensation (see 3.2.6). What may be
forgotten is that the NOMA programme is much more focused on strengthening
Master’s education programmes in the South. Hence, attention to the management
and administration of the NOMA programme should target the Southern partner
proportionally. The distribution of responsibilities between the Southern and Norwe-
gian partners should also be reflected in a proposed M&E system (see section
3.4.2).

Administratively the NOMA programme also suffers from a lack of key achievement
indicators that go beyond the reporting of graduates produced, etc. It is remarkable
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that indicators targeting the broader justification for the programme, e.g. outcomes
from the cooperation with regard to capacity development, individually and institu-
tionally, are not integrated into an M&E system.

The NOMA programme in particular is sensitive to changing eligibility criteria of
themes and geography. On the one hand pre-set themes hamper sensitivity to
interests and needs of partners in the South, and on the other hand changing
criteria may affect sustainability. Since the NOMA programme is still young there is
scope for averting more unfortunate effects in a longer term perspective.

At times the relations between Southern and Northern partners have been reported
as problematic. In a few cases the partner in the South has complained to the
Evaluation Team that the Norwegjan partner exerts attitudes which they labelled as
“imposing”, “paternalistic” or “imperialistic”. Such feelings are likely to lead to both
administrative and coordination problems and hamper project progress. Fortunately
the cases reported were very few and may be caused by personal disagreements

rather than related to the modality of the NOMA programme.

However, project and/or university coordinators at the South universities have
repeatedly reported on their difficult situations, causing some frustration. In the
case of Tribhuvan University, such frustrations were closely associated with the
political nature of the university leadership, with one representative each in man-
agement representing each of the three dominant Nepalese political parties, the
Maoists, the Communists and the Congress Party, leaving very little room for any
decisive power in coordinating or establishing synergy between externally funded
programmes.

Disagreements at project level it seems are more often associated with projects
that have not evolved out of a prior partnership, established personal relationships
or from intimate context knowledge.

3.4.7 Programme Administration - the Boards and SIU

Based on interviews conducted and discussions held with present and former NUFU
and NOMA Board heads and members, university representatives and other stake-
holders, the impression is that the Boards have conscientiously carried out their
mandates to the best of their ability and, in cases, followed by intense discussions
over mandates, collaboration modalities and outputs and reporting formats.

The NU