





table below.
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2) Looking at the rating by the seven universities which have actually been involved in student

exchanges, five of them have given the highest rating of 4, but other two {Cape Coast and

Malawi) seem to have not even recognized their activities listed below as a student exchange

activity (both answered “Not applicable)”. Perhaps it is because in these cases student exchanges

have been taking place in connection with collaborative research activities. These activities may

be understood as part of research activities.

3) Both “Achieved not at all” and “Not applicable” could be interpreted that these universities have

not organized student exchange activities.

Participating universities

Content of activities

Addis Ababa/Hiroshima # Addis Ababa student obtained a Master degree at
Hiroshima

Addis Ababa/Nagoya # Nagoya Ph, D. student 'studying at Addis Ababa on an
exchange basis "

Kenyatta/Hiroshima # Inter—university symposium organized by undergraduate
students at Kenyatta

Cape Coast/Nagoya # Nagoya Ph.D. and Master students joining field work in

‘ "Ghana for a collaborative research -

# Participation of Kobe students in field survey in Malawi

Malawi/Kobe

under the supervision of professors from the two

umiversities

# Two cases of Kobe students internship

4) In any case generally member universities have not been active in these activities. Although no

clear reasons have been mentioned in the evaluation reports, one possible reason for this inactive

involvement would be that student exchange is a more bi-lateral activity rather than an entire

network activity like joint research and thus a stronger initiative would be needed on thé part of

member universities. Another reason may be that while member universities have organized

teams for research, in order to.promote student exchange activities different arrangements or

structures may be required within the university, which need further commitment and efforts.

(3) Staff Exchange
(Observations)

1) According to activities reports by member universities, twenty-four activities have been taking

place in the area of staff exchange, which indicates that activities in this area are far more active

than those in the field of students exchange described above. However it should also be noted

that apart from the two members not having responded, still seven out of twenty-six universities















@ “No response”; In addition to the two universities which have not sent in their evaluation
report, one university does not respond to this particular question, and another one does not give
rating but positive written comment.

(Observations)

1) Majority of the participating universities (fifteen. (rating 4) and nine (rating 3)) answer that
they have performed at least as “Somewhat expected”. If one university, which gives no rating
but positive written comments, is added, twenty-five universities out of twenty-eight members
are happy with their performance. '

2) The reason mentioned for the positive rating seems to be member universities’ perception that
they have successfully participated in planned activities under the Network such as research
group meetings, experience sharing seminars/capacity development workshops, General
Assemblies, etc., and of course feel that these activities are very useful in improving research
capacity, implementing joint research projects and so on. This means that performance as a

- process to achieve some goals may be very good, but question remaing; what about results of

this process. This question may not have been clearly answered yet.

2. Impacts of Activities

The second group of evalvation is about impacts of the “A-A Dialogue” Network activities
discussed above. The self-evaluation reports prepared by member universities are to include the
impact of participating in the “A-A Dialogue” Network on respective member universities in terms
of strengthening and promoting: a) collaboration among member universities in organizing and
participating in network activities, b) sense of ownership in organizing and participating in network
activities and c) a self-reliant approach to educational development, which are the overall goals of
the Network

For each of the three overall goals above, ratings are given according to the scale below.
Rating 1: No or negative impact

Rating 2: Some impact

Rating 3: Significant impact

Rating 4: Great impact

Rating X: Not applicable/don’t know

Itis also fequested to provide reasons for the rating.

(1) Collaboration
1) At the first glance at the graph above, it can be said that member universities are generally

positive on this item of impact with eleven members giving rating 4 and thirteen rating 3.
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when a meeting is co-hosted by the Network and a university, not only the Network but also

this co-host university is to contribute financially in one way or another.

3. Other Comments and Suggestions

Below ’are picked up a number of issues suggested by members which have not been
dealt with in the above summary but may attract common interest of the Network.

(1) A more collaborative research project may be needed. In other words a research could be
conducted on a commonly agreed theme with one research framework jointly designed
employing a common methodology.

(2) More inter-research-group communication is needed particularly for information sharing ﬁbout
research methods and results

(3) Usage of French could be considered.

(4) A more collaborative endeavor is needed to acquire research funds.

(5) More members could be a host to a seminar and other events.

(6) Student exéhange activities should be strengthened by establishing stronger linkage aﬁong

A-A universities.

4. Lessons Learned

The following are some lessons drawn from self-evaluation reports prepared by member

universities.

(Résearch)

(1) While joint research activities have generally been satisfactorily implemented by member
universities, it is urgently needed to ‘make the research results available to the public in one way
or the other. '

(2) The uﬁdertaking of joint research has had significant impacts on capacity development of
researchers involved.

(3) More collaborative endeavor within the Network is necessary to attract research funds, while

respective members continue {0 attempt to acquire the funds on their own.

(Student/Staff Exchange)
(4) Staff exchange activities seem to fit in more with the nature of the Network which was started as
a joint research endeavor than student exchange activities as indicated by more activities

conducted in the former area than the latter.
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(5) In order to organize these activities, particulérly student exchange, new organizational
arrangements or structures may be needed within a university, which are different from those for
the A-A Network.

(6) More academic and other information may be needed about individual researchers involved in

the Network so as to promote more frequent exchange among them.

(Mutual Learning)
(7) Activities where mutual learning and stimulation among peer researchers occur such as

experience sharing seminars and capacity development workshops are highly appreciated.

(Management)

(8) As to the management aspect of the A-A Dialogue at the individual university level, it seems to
be important to get the project recognized by high level people in the university such as
vice-chancellor and even decision makers at the Ministry of Education so as to obtain support

from them.

(Collaboration)
(%) While there have been many collaborative activities organized among members through the

Secretariat, direct collaboration between members has been done a little.

(Ownership) '
(10)“Ownership” is a very powerful driving force for the A-A Dialogue.

(Self-Reliance)

{11)Although some progress has been seen, how to mobilize continues to be the largest challenge for
the A-A Dialogue. That is why many members do not feel that they are fully self-reliant.

(12)However other aspects of “self-reliance” should not be forgotten such as research for self-reliant

educational development.

5. Summary of Activities by Member Universities (See the following

table)
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