3 Addressing ToR 3: The Impact on Overseas HEIs

3.1 Evidence from the Available Documentation

3.1.1 Our analysis of the documentary evidence for the 58 links that have been active for at least two years provides a perspective on the planned and actual contribution of links to overseas HEIs.  Based on an analysis of the application forms, Table 3.1 shows the contribution to overseas HEIs anticipated by link co-ordinators.

Table 3.1: Planned Contribution of Links to Overseas HEIs

Contribution through …


Teaching capacity
44 links (76 per cent)

Research capacity
22 links (38 per cent)

Staff development
46 links (79 per cent)

Resources
11 links (19 per cent)

Administration
1 link (2 per cent)

Other
5 links (9 per cent)

3.1.2 Based on an analysis of the annual country reports, Table 3.2 shows the contribution to overseas HEIs reported by link co-ordinators.

Table 3.2: Reported Contribution of Links to Overseas HEIs

Contribution through …


Teaching capacity
32 links (55 per cent)

Research capacity
21 links (36 per cent)

Staff development
46 links (79 per cent)

Resources
26 links (45 per cent)

Administration
2 links (3 per cent)

Other
1 link (2 per cent)

3.1.3 Comparing Tables 3.1 and 3.2 we note that there are significant differences between the planned and reported contribution of links to overseas HEIs through teaching capacity and resources.  With respect to teaching capacity, the reported contribution is significantly lower than that planned.  This difference may be reasonably explained by recognising that new academic programmes may require more than two years to develop, particularly if development is taken to include approval of the programmes by the relevant committees of the overseas HEIs.  In one case, the evidence of the annual country report indicates that the development of a new programme had been set back by a delay in approval by the relevant committee.

3.1.4 With respect to resources, the reported contribution is significantly greater than that planned.  This difference may again be reasonably explained by recognising that overseas link co-ordinators may not have anticipated receiving donated equipment from UK HEIs.  Additionally, many staff development activities resulted in the production of materials to support training and learning and this may not have been anticipated by overseas link co-ordinators.

3.1.5 Our analysis of the documentary evidence for the 58 links also provides a perspective on the planned and actual contribution of additional sources of funding to support link activities (excluding existing sources of funding within HEIs).  From the application forms, 39 links (67 per cent) planned to seek additional funding; from the annual country reports, 13 links (22 per cent) reported receipt of additional funding.  Additional evidence, in particular interviews with overseas links co-ordinators, suggests that the additional funding received has been under-reported in the annual country reports.

3.2 Evidence from the UK and Overseas Link Co-ordinators Questionnaires

3.2.1 In relation to each topic in ToR 3, link co-ordinators were asked to state whether there had been substantial impact, moderate impact, little impact, or no impact.  The numbers responding to each question total less than 36 and 61 respectively for the UK and overseas survey, as respondents did not reply to every question.  The results are summarised in Table 3.3 below.
Table 3.3: Institutional Impacts: Views of UK and Overseas Link Co-ordinators




Substantial impact
Moderate impact
Little impact
No impact


UK
O/S
UK
O/S
UK
O/S
UK
O/S

Teaching capacity
13
37
8
19
9
4
4
-

Research capacity
16
44
16
14
4
3
1
-

Staff development
15
44
15
15
3
2
-
-

Resources
4
15
15
20
5
16
10
7

Administration
-
15
-
17
15
10
15
13

Other
6
20
3
14
1
4
-
-

Total mentions
54
175
57
99
37
39
30
20

Note: Categories are not exclusive

3.2.2 Thirteen UK and 37 overseas respondents cited a substantial improvement in teaching capacity.  The most frequently mentioned aspects were course design, new courses, especially at Masters level, and improved courses.  On some occasions the UK staff were initially the main teachers on these revised programmes, with a phased hand-over to overseas staff.  New methods such as distance learning and work-based learning, new scientific techniques and in one case a new lab were cited.   Where link co-ordinators estimated that there had been a moderate rather than a substantial impact (8 UK and 19 overseas link co-ordinators), they quoted the same range of changes.  Where link co-ordinators indicated that there had been little or no impact in relation to teaching, this appeared to be because in almost all cases the link was biased towards research.
3.2.3 The ability to undertake research was the next topic investigated. Sixteen UK and 44 overseas link co-ordinators considered that there had been a substantial effect.  They cited improvements in research methods and scientific techniques.  Those benefiting included postgraduates, PhD students and staff.  Inputs included access to libraries, access to state of the art equipment, and contacts.  A number of link co-ordinators referred to outputs such as joint research papers and conferences. There were two distinct models for writing papers together: coaching and collaboration. Where a moderate effect was cited (16 UK and 14 overseas link respondents) there was a difference in degree as to what had been achieved.  Those who stated that there had been little or no impact on research gave reasons of it being too early in the life of the project, not relevant, or necessary additional funding not available. However for one or two overseas link co-ordinators they were already skilled in research.  In some cases there was distinct added value for the UK institution in relation to research output.
3.2.4 As requested in ToR 3, link co-ordinators were asked about staff development in relation to lecturers, technicians, and administrators.  Answers to this question tended to overlap somewhat with responses to the earlier topics of teaching and research.  Access to IT, library resources, and colleagues, as well as enabling staff members to gain Masters and PhD degrees are examples in relation to substantial impact (15 UK and 44 overseas responses). Mention was also made of the opportunity to leverage funding for research and other purposes.  Sometimes staff development went wider, enabling softer skills and attitudinal changes.  Training was most frequently mentioned however.  There were five mentions of technicians being trained by overseas link co-ordinators.  As well as 15 UK respondents, 15 overseas respondents cited a moderate impact on staff development, and again two included technicians.
3.2.5 The next area that was considered by the questionnaire was that of resources.  There was a substantial impact on resources in 15 cases according to overseas link co-ordinators, although only four UK respondents concurred. Examples cited were: computers, printers, a modem, scanner, photocopier; reference books and textbooks, journal subscription, translation and publication of books; equipment and a (presumably new) laboratory.  In some cases the UK partners made donations over and above what was budgeted.  In other cases partners were able to leverage funds from elsewhere.  The effect of even a small sum could be significant, and was commented upon by overseas link co-ordinators.  Those who considered that there had been little impact on resources (5 UK and 16 overseas mentions) stated that this was either because it was not planned as part of the link, had not yet happened, or because there was very little money available.  Where no impact was cited (10 UK and 7 overseas mentions) this was for similar reasons.
3.2.6 There were notably different responses in response to the question about the impact on institutional or departmental administration.  Fifteen overseas respondents considered that there had been a substantial effect on institutional or departmental administration, and 17 thought that the impact had been moderate.  However, no UK link co-ordinators thought there had been either a substantial or moderate impact in this area.  Some effects quoted by overseas link co-ordinators were administrative and others related to management.  Where there was little effect this was generally because administration was not encompassed within the project.
3.2.7 “Other” institutional effects was a slightly problematical category, as a number of respondents replied about impacts on beneficiaries, or expanded on comments which could have been made in response to earlier questions.  The given numbers of 28 links having substantial impact and 15 moderate impact were therefore adjusted to 20 and 14 respectively in relation to overseas link co-ordinators comments.  In three cases the link had led to the formation of a larger association, either academic or professional for the topic area.  There were some other multiplier effects and stimulation of other initiatives.  UK link co-ordinators suggested there had been substantial impact in 6 cases and moderate in 3 cases.
3.2.8 In summary, the Links Scheme appears highly successful in enabling institutional capacity, with overseas HEIs averaging substantial improvement in three areas each, and moderate improvement in 1-2 areas each, according to overseas link co-ordinators.  UK co-ordinators were less positive, but still estimated an average of two substantial and two moderate gains per link.  The difference may be accounted for in the better appreciation of institutional impact by overseas link co-ordinators.
3.3 Evidence from the Overseas Link Co-ordinators Workshops

3.3.1 During the in-country workshops link co-ordinators indicated that a number of links had started because of a perceived need to build teaching and research capacity, particularly through staff development, in overseas HEIs.  In a number of instances the links were part of a larger programme, often funded from a variety of different sources.  It is therefore not surprising that the areas identified by link co-ordinators in which individual links had contributed to capacity building in overseas HEIs included teaching (for example curriculum development), research (for example collaborative research) and staff development (for example observation of good practice and attendance at international conferences).

3.3.2 Link co-ordinators indicated that staff development was not restricted to academic and research staff but included technical support staff, particularly for those links that focused on providing overseas HEIs with access to new technologies.  The responses also indicated that staff development was not limited to the acquisition of tangible knowledge and skills related directly to teaching and research but included more reflective learning outcomes arising from new perspectives and methodologies. 

3.3.3 With respect to staff development it is evident that the visits supported by the Links Scheme are essential for building the staff capacity that underpins teaching and research in overseas HEIs.  For example visits to UK HEIs by overseas staff have provided opportunities for these staff to access resources in libraries and laboratories that are not available in overseas HEIs; similarly, visits to overseas HEIs by UK staff have provided opportunities for these staff to run staff development seminars in which good teaching and research practice is disseminated.  Such opportunities for staff development in overseas HEIs are all the more important for those HEIs that have limited resources to support staff development; link co-ordinators in a number of overseas HEIs -– notably those in sub-Saharan Africa – have indicated that the Links Scheme provides one of the few opportunities for staff development in their institutions. 

3.3.4 A number of link co-ordinators indicated that individual links had contributed to the development of resources within overseas HEIs (for example the acquisition of books and journals, laboratory equipment and ICT equipment) both from links funds and from donations received from UK HEIs.  Given the limited resources in overseas HEIs – again notably those in sub-Saharan Africa – the Links Scheme provides an opportunity – albeit limited – for the development of resources.  In the case of some HEIs in sub-Saharan Africa the acquisition of equipment (for example fax machines, PCs and modems) has been essential to support communication between the link partners. 

3.3.5 Link co-ordinators also identified a number of broader, less tangible benefits accruing to overseas HEIs from individual links.  These benefits included improved relationships with national governments, recognition of overseas HEIs nationally, regionally and internationally, and participation of overseas HEIs in national, regional and international networks.  Link co-ordinators also reported that, as a result of individual links, overseas HEIs were able to access additional sources of funding.  These sources of funding provided financial support both for link activities not supported under the Links Scheme and for research proposals developed during links.  These additional sources of funding included national governments, multilateral agencies (for example World Bank, World Health Organisation, European Commission), bilateral agencies (for example DFID, VVOB, JICA) and charitable organisations (for example Ford Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation). 

3.4 Conclusions

3.4.1 There is substantial and broadly consistent evidence of institutional capacity building in overseas HEIs from the three sources of information available to the Evaluation Team, and outlined in sections 3.1 – 3.3 above: documentary evidence, questionnaires to link co-ordinators in the UK and overseas; and in-country workshops.  Links did not however contribute equally to each area examined.  Teaching capacity and research capability were strongly featured, as was staff development, including development of technicians.  Although resources under the Links Scheme were limited, these were augmented in some cases by donated resources, and even modest resources could have significant impact.  Access to UK based resources in terms of libraries, and other research facilities were also important, and some links were instrumental in leveraging additional funding.  Impact on administration only appeared as a significant impact in the in-country questionnaire responses, and was not supported by other data.  This may be because it is not seen as a prime focus by academics.  There are both tangible and intangible benefits, and the latter, though harder to substantiate, should not be discounted. 
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