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Evaluation Report
 
of 	the 

4irst Two Years of Programa Interuniversitario
 
.of the,
 

University of San Carlos of Guatemala
 
and
 

Michigan State University of 1;ast Lansing, Michigan
 
conducted through the
 

Instituto de Investigaciones y Mejoramiento Educativo
 

This report is submitted in compliance with Article I B IC of contract
 

This article
PIO/T .899 OH-66-AB-3-29039 signed on 29 June 1962 as amended. 

obligates the contractor to prepare "At the end of two years' operation, a 

historical description offinal evaluation report in English including a 

PROGRAMA., and its relationship to and influence upon educational development 

in Central America." 

The 	report will include the following sections:
 

1. 	 Background of the enterprise. 

2. 	Operations and accomplishments.
 

3. 	Some reflections on what can be learned from the lIME experiment.
 

4. 	 Epilogue 

The 	report is based upon varied sources of information. Among these are:
 

1. 	 Documents referring to the establishment of the joint inter-university 

undertaking, including inter-university agreements and contracts. 

2. 	 Publications, working papers, reports and correspondence produced 

by 	the Institute during 1962-1965.
 

3, 	 Interviews conducted by Michigan State University with numerous 

persons involved or otherwise significantly related to the Institute 

and -its work, 

Hopefully, the narration of 'experiences encountered and the analysis and 

evaluations contained in this report will be instructive and- helpful to AID 

in similar endeavors.and 	to others who may: engage 



2H BACKGROUND.OF iEBEEWIK 

The Intituto de InvestiRaclones y Meoramiento Educativo (IINE) and 

the oPrga Uxiersitajgi which it conducted originated from a variety of 

intersecting interests and activities which had their origins prior to the 

work reported under the above named contract.
 

Formal operations at the University of San Carlos in Guatemala (USCG)
 

began, howeveri in September, 1962; During the prior months it took its
 

initial shape, evolved its plans and aspirations and established its
 

financial base through discussions and negotiations in Guatemala, at HSU
 

and in Washington. In all three locations events and plans which had been
 

evolving over a number of years account for the origin of this new experiments
 

As a University, committed philosophically and pragmatically to inter

national participation, MSU had extensive experience in research and
 

institution building efforts, including several contract projects in Latin
 

its faculty were knowledgeable and experienced
America., Several members ce 

in Latin American affairs. More specificallys the MSU College of Education 

had worked over a number of years in Central America and many faculty 

members had engaged in various programs throughout the area. 

The College had carefully thought through its interests in international 

programs, particularly in Latin America.' As early as 1958, MSU had organized
 

a series of faculty seminars to spell out the broad purposes and priorities
 

of the University in its international programs. One seminar focused on
 

"international education!' and was largely the concern of staff members in
 

the College of Education who met regularly over a number of months to
 

clarify the role of the College internationally,*
 

(mm
ity rn 


*See ~"Toward an International Dimension at Michigan State University" (mimes, 

130 -PP.,$August'I A499. 
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Following the seminar, the College continued to considerand plan an 

ps:propriate program of service, training and research which would relate to 

major cutittwe areas of theworid. 'A "Charter" defiiiing the posture of :the 

College $i overseas undertakings was being evolved, to be formally
'-vis 


the faculty of the College. Because of MSU's
adopted later, in 1962, by 

significant experience in Central America, a program with a university in 

that area seemed most appealing and potentially productive. Thus, when the
 

opportunity to work with USCG came, it represented a logical and perhaps
 

desirable next step in a planned flow of events to internationalize the
 

attention and work of the College in a long-range, productive manner.
 

Within USCG, a number of faculty leaders had been giving thought to
 

the educational needs of their country and to additional ways in which
 

their institution could work with other aniversities to help meet national
 

and regional needs. Thus, in 1961, when faculty'members from USCG and MSU
 

met, the series of meetings between representatives of the two institutions
 

progressed in a receptive climate.
 

In June, 1961, USCG sent representatives to visit MSU to discuss the
 

Two types of undertakings were
possibility of a cooperative endeavor. 


first, the matter on which MSU and USCG personnel had first
discussed; 


come into contact, namely activity in the field of rehabilitation and
 

special education; second, discussion was turned to the possibility that
 

the USCG might become NSU's partner in order to create an inter-university
 

center for research, planning, teaching and improvement efforts in the
 

field of education. In principle, agreement was reached regarding the
 

desirability and feasibility of cooperation in both undertakings. Put
 

another way, the representatives of 'the two universities agreed to make
 



a start, although further study would be required at both institutions
 

before agreement could be made formal. 

In August, 1961i a proposed agreement was submitted to review in 

Guatemala and at MSU. By November 1961, MSU's Deans of International 

Programs and of Education were able to visit Guatemala-and shortly 

thereafter MSU and USCG representatives signed the basic inter-university 

agreement. The agreement was subsequently ratified by MSU's Board of 

Trustees and by the USCG Superior Council. That agreement called for 

the establishment of a jointly managed center for educational research
 

and improvement, the details of which would be developed subsequently.
 

It provided that inter-university cooperation, but not the work of the
 

center, would begin with a limited program of personnel exchange in the 

area of rehabilitation and special education. Partial financing for the 

latter had been obtained in August, 1961, from the U. S. Department of 

State. 

In December, 1961, a USCG representative, Dr. Guido Barrientos, made 

a second trip to Michigan. At that time, he and three professors* of the 

MSU College of Education drafted a proposal for the creation of the center 

for educational research and improvement pursuant to the November inter

university agreement. During the following months, the USCG Faculty of 

Humanities and the MSU College of Education studied, discussed modified 

and approved their respective versions of the proposal. 

In May, 1962, a three-man delegation from MSU's College of Education 

went to Gautemala. Together with a four-man USCG delegation, they spent ten 

*B. D. Friedman, John Jordan and K. T. Hereford; the last was the College 

of Education's Coordinator of Latin American Programs.
 

Lice Jose Mata Gavidia, Dean of Humanities, Vice Rector, and Acting 
Rector; Lic. F6lix Hernindez Andrino, Head of the USCG's Department 
of Pedagogy; Dr. Barrientos; and Lic. Luis Arturo Lemus.
 



days in the process of negotiating agreement on the questions of how to
 

create the proposed center, administer it, staff it, and how generally
 

toget it launched. At the ctose of the negotiations, agreement had
 

been reached on all matters. Documents of agreement were signed by
 

principal officers of both universities on May 12, 1962.
 

These events occurred in a period clearly influenced by President
 

Kennedy's policy pronouncements for the Alliance for Progress. At the
 

outset of discussions between the two universities, the cultural attache
 

of the U. So Embassy in Guatemala advised MSU to pursue the arrangements.
 

Furthermore, AID/Guatemala had been encouraging. However, AID funds were
 

not available nor were they promised. The universities had proceeded to
 

reach broad agreement on a relationship and program which they each felt
 

to be worthwhile, in the expectation that a clearly desirable arrangement
 

such as theirs would not lack support given the tone and direction of
 

inter-American affairs.
 

This proved to be the case, for a new research unit within AID, the
 

Research, Evaluation and Planning Assistance Service (REPAS), soon decided 

to support a program of research through the Institute at USCG. Within 

AID, a ntunber of persons concerned with educational development in Central 

America had recognized a need for educational research and planned improve

ment in the area. REPAS reflected this view and in April 1962 began 

discussions with HSU to fill the need, having been alerted to the MSU/USCG 

developments by Dr. Walter Adamson, the Education Officer of the Guatemala
 

AID mission.
 

The possibility that U. S. Government funds might be used in supporting
 

initial work of UIME was considered by MSU and USCG prior to the May signing
 

"of agreements. MSU had-consulted REPAS to determine the requirements of that
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agency with respect to (a) political clearance of personnel and (b) adminis

tration of funds and related questions. These posed serious problems, but
 

not insurmountable ones. To illustrate the clearance problem, the general
 

"anti-govertment" sentiments in Central America and specifically the presumed
 

right of an autonomous university to employ or assign personnel to its
 

departments or institutes made the idea of U. S. political clearance of
 

Centeral American members of the Institute not only unacceptable to them,
 

but impossible. Since the Central American university does not grant the
 

right of "clearance" to be exercised by its own government, it was incon

ceivable that itmight grant that right to a foreign government simply to
 

be able to receive funds from that government.
 

Both the clearance and fund administration problems were overcome
 

through discussion at the USCG meetings in early May and the Guatemalans
 

were instrumental in defining realistic solutions which proved in later
 

months to work well in practice. When the universities completed their
 

detailed negotiations establishing lINE, the joint board authorized MSU
 

to pursue discussions with REPAS. If contract provisions were deemed by
 

MSU to be acceptable, MSU was further authorized, on behalf of the inter

university enterprise, actually to engage in a contract with this agency
 

of the U. S. Government.
 

During the last week of May and throughout June, 1962, MSU negotiators
 

met periodically with REPAS to formulate a contract. For both parties it
 

was a challenging task. As a new agency REPAS was just beginning to acquire
 

experience in formulating contracts which emphasized provisions especially
 

appropriate for research activity as distinguished from contracts designed
 

for other purposes. MSU had to be concerned not only with its legal obli

gations under a proposed contract, but also to anticipate USCG's reaction
 

to each contract provision. 



The ,'boilerplate" finally selected byREPAS in late May,: 1962- was new 

to MSU; most previous contracts had been negotiated on the basis of £CA's 

1957 	recommended general provisions for university contracts. Several
 

provisions of the proposed new "boilerplate" differed, so significantly 

from 	old ICA provisions that NSU was required to negotiate over old ground
 

as well as the new. Consequently, the negotiations were intensive and 

prolonged, with a June 30, 1962 deadline always in the background. In the
 

end, 	37 amendments to the REPAS general provisions were made in order to
 

design a contract suitable for the undertaking. The contract was signed 

on June 29, 1962. Through it, AID (REPAS) provided funds to MSU to enable 

lIME to be launched. 

From the standpoint of the universities, the contract as a document
 

was both innovative and workable. However, experience showed that it was
 

not easily understood by others, and it came under some criticism as vague,
 

ambiguous and too loosely drawn to satisfy the needs of the regional AID
 

organization. Some of its major provisions were:
 

1. 	The inter-university agreements themselves would be incorporated
 

into the contract as exhibits, in order that there would be no
 

confusion concerning the unique aspects of this contract.
 

2. 	 The first statement of scope of work specified in the inter

university agreements would serve to define the scope of work 

to be specified in the contract; however, contractor was 

authorized also to modify the scope of work as the inter

university enterprise deemed necessary in the development
 

of 	the Institute. 

3 rData were to remain the property of the U. S. Governent; 

however, the data were to remain under the jurisdiction of 

'the 'Interuniversity Institute, 



4. Publications authorized for reLease by the Inter-university 

Board would not be subject to approval by the U. S. Government; 

contractor, however, agreed to consult with representatives of 

REPAS prior to the release of publications to acknowledge and 

resolve any objections which that agency might have concerning 

them. 

5. All INHE personnel (U.S, and other) would be free to travel 

as required. (Procedurally MSU personnel were required to
 

give proper notification to AID personnel of their travel
 

plans.)
 

6. The responsibility for coordinating MSU's contract obligations 

waswith other U. S.-sponsored activities in Central America 

vested in the Regional Office for Central America and Panama 

(ROCAP), the soon-to-be-established regional economic mission 

in Central America. 

7. Only U. S. personnel would be required to undergo security
 

clearance by the U. S. Government. 

Environment and Nature of the Enterprise 

The work of lIME was launched in September, 1962 on the campus of the 

Guatemala. It was established and governedUniversity of San Carlos in 

jointly by USCG and MSU, with financial support provided by AID. 

lIME was staffed by personnel from the U.S.A., from Guatemala, and 

from several other countries. However, lIIE undertook to operate within 

Central America as a Central American entity, and it was so regarded by 

the skillsCentral Americans. In that context, lIIE undertook to utilize 

and resources of MSU.
 



It was very aDropriate and timely that lIUE was established in1962 

to study the educational institutions, to diagnose problems of educational 
improvement, and to generate improvement programs in Central America. 

Central Americans were awave of the deficiencies of their educational
 

institutions although the character and depth of the deficiencies had never
 

been adequately investigated* The situation generally is a familiar one, 

perhaps characteristic of underdeveloped areas. USCG colleagues described
 

many aspects of it quite accurately.
 

Most of the 11 million Central Americans are poor and illiterate; in
 

two of the five countries, a sizeable population shares neither in the
 

economy nor in the Spanish-speaking "national" culture. Each country
 

maintains a public school system and a national university, but only half 

the children enter school, only one in twenty can expect to complete a
 

six-grade elementary education, only one in a hundred can expect to complete
 

a high school education, and only one in a thousand enters the university.
 

At present rates of population growth and school production, the
 

populace is on its way to becoming more rather than less illiterate, hence
 

is'becoming less economically able with the passing of each year.
 

Education at present is a consuner of economic output, rather than a
 

producer of economic capability. Between one-fourth and one-fifth of the 

•Central American governmental budgets is spent on public education. The
 

amounts spent per student are quite low, as compared to U. S. figures.
 

However, the drop-out rate is so high that the amtunts spent per graduate 

in Central America approach those of the U. S. At the university level, 

the predominance of extremely expensive part-time study--and the very
 

small numbers of part-time students who actually graduate--raises the cost
 

of a graduate to excessive levels. 



The production of the educational systems is largely unrelated to the
 

needs of the economy or of developmental efforts. For example only one
 

university graduate in ten is an engineer, but four are lawyers. For all
 

practical purposes, the universities do not produce school teachers,
 

agriculturists, and business administrators, not to speak of nurses,
 

sanitary engineers, doctors of veterinary medicine and other specialists.
 

The responsibility for education is divided among several ministries
 

of each nationts government, and between government and the national
 

autonomous universities. One nation excepted, there is no machinery for
 

relating and integrating the educational efforts within a nation. Therefore, 

although planning is highly valued, there are limited means by which to 

achieve national or regional planning for education. 

Within government, educational matters are managed by persons not 

attuned professionally to the field of education. Due probably to unsatis

factory methods of personnel selection and to unstable, short-lived govern

ments, there is little concerted and persistent effort for the reform of 

fundamentally unsatisfactory arrangements. 

Within the universities, administrators are elected periodically from 

among the ranks of the usually part-time professors. Hence there is no 

mechanism by which to provide for the identification of needed change or
 

to maintain persistent pressure in favor of such change.
 

Government tends to be some,hat hostile toward the university. The
 

university traditionally is anti-government.
 

Public education tends to be in poor condition, The social elite
 

therefore rely upon private or church-related schools for the education of
 

their children, thus perpetuating the poor condition of public education.
 

The question of how to relate effectively an.IIE.type organization 

to educational problems in Central America was resolved principally from
 



a consideration ofthe nature of education in Central America--the principal 

characteristic being its separateness. 

Ssparateness (and attendant "boundary maintenance") is evident in mOst 

educational organizations; in Central America it is:at one and the name time 

(a) its most striking characteristic and (b). its;,major stumbling block to 

educational, improvement. There the principal sectorsm f public education 

are divided sharply by law-and tradition; moreover, the ndividual sectors 

themselves are inadequately integrated. 

1. The Central American national university is comprised of an 

aggregate of semi-autonomous schools. It lacks a strong, 

effective central administration; moreover, its governing 

board is responsive to no outside control (except fiscal 

controls) and is held accountable by no public body for its 

behavior. Consequently, the national university is more 

nearly a "ministerial association", than a responsible educa

tional enterprise; it can--and frequently does--engage in 

political affairs. Because of the nature of its autonomy, 

it may formally enter into political disputes, hence it
 

may--whatever other aspirations it may have--take on
 

characteristics of a political unit.
 

2. Responsibility for public education.below the university
 

level is divided among several government ministries. 

There is no unified budget-for education in the national
 

governments; hence, the ministries of education, defense,
 

communications, agriculture and welfare may--and frequently 

do--compete for funds to administer their own unrelated 

public education programs. 
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3. The national university and government ministries are
 

frequently pitted as antagonists; government officials
 

often see the university to be irresponsible, even as a
 

hotbed of ideas which may be detrimental to the government.
 

In turn, the university generally Views itself as the
 

primary seat, not only of learning but of socially'and
 

culturally significant ideas. Furthermore the university
 

does not assume any direct responsibility for social
 

improvement5 it does not support efforts of "lesser
 

educated" persons to do so.
 

4. 	Private education in Central America, particularly at the
 

high school level, ison the ascendant. Children of upper
 

class families and of the families of the emerging middle
 

class are enrolled in private or parochial schools. Thus
 

the middle class family gains status. The net social
 

effect, however, is to "siphon-off" middle class interest
 

in and responsibility for improvement of public education.
 

Hence, a most significant third party in the university

government dispute, the professional and commercial
 

members of the middle class, have disassociated themselves
 

from the essential issues. Having settled their
 

personal educational problems privatelys they leave the
 

public sector essentially leaderless.
 

Against the tide of educational disintegration in Central America, 

there are two promising counter movements, In each university and each 

mininstry, there is emerging an apparently genuine inquietud, a restlessness 

with respect to the status quo. Moreover, in each institution there is a 
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small group of professional people who seek to resolve the persistent 'and 

compelling problems. It was with them that IM sougt to develop its work, 

:,The second constructive factor in each :nation and, regionally, is the effot 

to 	create potentially integrative new structures, Among the national univer

sities,' the Central American University Council (CSUCA) had already emerged.
 

Initially a mutual protective association of universities, organized and
 

deeply motivated to withstand invasions by government into university
 

affairs, CSUCA had by late 1962 developed a format for regional organization
 

of 	university programs. -A less-ambitious step toward regional integration 

had 	been taken by ministers of education, through the Organization of Central
 

American States. Although the ministers had only convened twice, they had
 

organized a regional planning group called the Comiti de Accion Permanente
 

(CAP), located in Nicaragua. In addition, by 1964, each ministry had
 

created a national office designed eventually to perform educational
 

planning and research. None of these efforts, however, had--in 1962-

attained the momentum already initiated in the economic fields, where the
 

creation of a common market in 1958 had begun to generate a climate conducive
 

to integration in areas other than economics.
 

This general description of education in Central America--later to be
 

studied, detailed and largely verified by 1IM research--was outlined in
 

:its essentials by the USCG personnel during early inter-university discussions.
 

'This description led to the identification of several major tactical problems:
 

1. 	How to cause educational institutions in Central America to
 

become more productive of needed graduates at costo that could
 

be sustained by the national economies.
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.
2.'._ HOw-torelateI coo,responsiDLe government ana unLvers3.ty 

programs and authorities, when government and university-

at both-national and regional levels--are frequently antag

-.
onistic.
 

3. 	How to relate to the educational elite when that elite is
 

traditionally anti-government, frequently anti-U. S. and
 

not positively disposed toward responsible public action.
 

4. 	How to relate to educational authorities--and to others
 

who are in positions to effect educational reform--in ways
 

that will modify traditional attitudes toward reform.
 

Against this background it seemed reasonable--even imperative--that
 

IIME seek in its program of work to concentrate upon the problem of inte

gration. Whatever the specifics of the Institute's program, the result
 

of its work should be the integration of effort of those agencies and
 

institutions responsible for the development and improvement of public
 

education in Central America. Clearly, there was no place in Central
 

America for still another divisive institution.
 

These problems and judgments shaped the character of the Institute
 

and 	gave impetus to the specific tasks which the Institute later under

took as a part of the MSU/AID contract.
 

http:unLvers3.ty


OPERATIONS AND ACCOMLISMENTS 

A detailed description of the accomplishments and projected plans of
 

I1?9 at the close of the contract period (September 1964) are set forth 

in the final report of the Project Leader, Dr. Karl T. Hereford, under 

the title of "Final Report--PROGRAMA INTERUNIVERSITARIO of the University 

of San Carlos of Guatemala and Michigan State University of East Lansing, 

Michigan." The accomplishments cited referred to: 

of 	San Carlos in1. 	 The establishment of lIME at the University 

Guatemala and the acceptance by the regional organizations of
 

Universities in Central America (CSUCA) and by other regional
 

educational organizations of its basic policies and program
 

of work*
 

2. 	The adoption of the basic personnel, program and relationship
 

policies by the Governing Board for the guidance of the
 

Co-Directors and the staff and of subsequent actions by the
 

Board at its several meetings during the first two years of
 

work. 

3. 	The staffing of 3112 with Central Americans and faculty 

members from MSU and the basic allocations of responsibilities,
 

relationships and work methods of the integrated staff effort.
 

4. The formulation of research designs and the method of conducting
 

research in the areas prescribed under the contract.
 

5. 	The production of numerous research studies, reports and working
 

papers, in accordance with the research designs noted above,
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the 	titles of twhich are indicated in the final report. Thirteen 

of these research studies have now been published.
 

6, The sponsorship of independent but related studies by
 

Central American researchers and research institutions as
 

part of lINE 'amission to foster educational research in
 

Central Amerira.
 

7. 	The production of five doctoral dissertations undertaken
 

under IIIIE's direction and of six theses leading to the
 

licentura (the highest degree offered by a Central American
 

University.
 

8. 	The formal training of four research assistants and of two
 

research associates who were later employed by lIME or by
 

other important educational organizations working in Central
 

America.
 

9. 	Planning assistance projects at the Universities of Costa
 

Rica and Guatemala and the development .of a regional plan
 

for the preparation of secondary school teachersq in collab

oration with the five Ministries of Education and the seven
 

university-level training institutions in Central America.
 

10. 	The dissemination of basic information on educational
 

statistics* trends tind developments and the provision of
 

advisory assistance in the use of the above information
 

requested by twenty-five agencies and institutions including
 

North American and other foreign universities, international
 

agencies and U.S. government missions.
 

11. 	 The establishment at lINE headquarters of a professional
 

materials center of an estimated 450 entries which included
 



.all known basic research studies and statistical reports
 

concerning education in uentral America.
 

12'. 	 The establishment of a small data processing center which 

complemented the facilities available in Guatemala through 

the IBM organization and INCAP (a regional organization in 

the 	field of nutrition).
 

13. 	The presentation of formal research papers, by members of
 

the staff of IIHE, to five major regional conferences on
 

education which were sponsored or co-sponsored with such
 

agencies as:
 

-- OCECA--an organization of Ministries of Labor--with 

areas of vocational education. 

-- CSUCA and the College Examination Board in the area of 

University admissions. 

-- The Ministry of Education in Costa Rica--in the area of 

secondary education. 

-- ACADE--an organization of Central American educators in 

the 	area of teacher education.
 

14. 	The conduct by lIE itself of four regional conferences, 

three of which were concerned with the problems of teacher 

preparation in Central America. These conferences led to
 

the development of a regional plan for training secondary
 

school teachers. A fourth conference involved directors of
 

educational planning and school statistics from the five 

Ministries of Education. 
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Another method of sbmarizing the accomplishments during the contract 

period would, be, to report. that IIME produced a number of research reports 

and studies ,and prompted, promoted, sponsored, and/or participated in 

national and regional committees, conferences, seminars and conventions. 

' n brought together responsible representatives of each nation's univer

sity and ministry of education and engaged them in serious joint working 

sessions. In so doing, lIM overcame (or neutralized) the supposedly 

traditional reluctance of university and ministry representatives to
 

engage in joint endeavors. In addition, -IME also helped those represen

tatives to study common problems in their regional dimensions and as
 

regional problems rather than as five nations' particular manifestations
 

of these problems.
 

During the period noted, lINE personnel--whether North, Central or 

South American citizens--were welcome within each ministry of education 

and each national university, and in other public and private educational 

or related institutions and agencies in Central America. In some cases, 

the initial entree was gained on the strength of the USCG sponsorship of 

lINE; in other cases, IIME's HSU parentage provided entree. Very soon 

after working relationships had been established, IME's active assistance 

and collaboration came to be sought. IIM 's data and judgments came to 

be cited, invited and relied upon, and its planning ideas were coming to 

receive careful, serious attention. 

An even more succinct summary would be to state that lINE, during 

the period of September, 1962 and December 31, 1964, was able to: 

1. Gain entree among influencial educational agencies. 

2. Generate cooperative research in major problem areas. 
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3. Enlarge the competence of both staff members "arid"participants." 

4. Become accepted by Central Americans as a.useful center for 

information and ideas. 

Create a neutral arena for ministries and universities.
5. 

6. Cause research to be used in the diagnosis of problems.
 

7. Cause regional plans to be formulated. 

8. Assist ministries and universities to focus their attention
 

and energies toward implementation of plans.
 

These accomplishments were appreciated not only by Central American
 

groups, but by representatives of a major U. S. foundation, by ROCAP 
and
 

by various representatives of North American Universities and other
 

organizations interested in education.
 

In enunerating the above major accomplishments it may be worth
 

pointing out that lINE conducted its activities in such a manner-

particularly after its first year of operation, that there was a conant
 

interplay between the conduct of research studies, staff development
 

activities and advisory assistance to educational organizations desirous
 

This constant
of using educational data and findings produced by IIMEo 


interplay of research activities and the use of research data by respon

sible and interested governmental and other organizations created an
 

atmosphere of dynamism and stir which was widely interpreted as useful
 

and positive in their effect on the morale of professional educators in
 

Central America.
 

Thus lIME was not a staid, sterile research organization which held
 

off all interested and responsible educators and others until its findings
 

were neatly packaged and formally presented. Upon reflection, itmay be
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hypothesized that IIHE's staff became too available to help and associate 

themselves with educators who were eager not only to know the documented 

facts about their educational policies and systems (and the consequences 

of these policies, traditions and systems) but also to find ways of 

improving education which the data illuminated. The numerous examples 

of research enterprises which produce reports which are formally accepted 

and duly shelved led the Board to conclude that the processes of doing
 

research and using research results, in the interplay described above,
 

was the more productive alternative. This choice of alternatives,
 

however, was predicated on the assumption that the groundwork for a 

permanent institution was being built which would attract sufficient 

support to assure the continuation of the processes noted above.
 

That the necessary additional support was not possible to secure 

by the time of the completion of the formal contract, and during a brief 

extension thereafter, has created a sense of frustration for all parties 

the lIME staff, AID officials,concerned--Central American educators, 

Foundation personnel and Michigan State University. A complex of problems 

involving some basic confusions as to how best to organize and administer 

effort of this scope and complexity whicha basically Central American 

would satisfy all affected parties some inter-personal misunderstandings 

which arose in the conduct of the enterprise; excessive pressures of time 

which did not permit of mellow and unhurried collaboration and related 

halt to the progressive accomplishmentsfactors all conspired to bring a 


which had been made--and more importantly which were in the making. But
 

in spite of all of the confusions, frustrations and loss of momentum 

caused by the cessation of TIME Iswork, under the contract, the basic 



ideas behind the creation -ofXIME have not been lost as evidenced by the
 

fact that II1E is still functioning, Furthermore our reflections on the 

experience which are summarized in the next chapter, may be useful to 

guide further activities and organizational arrangements in the field 

for the solution of problems and the needs for renovation of Central 

American educational institutions, traditions and policies which still
 

It is believed that some of the facts, concepts and suggestions
persist. 


generated by TME will be utilized in the fresh efforts which need to be
 

made to improve education in Central America.
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III 

WHAT 	CAN BE LEARNED FROM THE lIME EXPERIENCE
 

The particular set of Central American governmental and educational
 

circumstances in which lIME operated for two and a half years may, indeed, 

be duplicated nowhere else. Although much was learned from the lIME 

experience, what may be applicable elsewhere may therefore be very limited 

if "matched circumstances" were the exclusive yardstick. If broader 

criteria were applied, however, perhaps what was learned by the lIE 

experience may have more general applicability. What was learned may 

thus be divided into two major categories: 

1. 	That which would apply to educational settings in which
 

relationships between Universities, Ministries of Education
 

and other educational organizations are similar to those
 

which characterize Central American educational institutions
 

and traditions.
 

2. 	That which may apply generally to the use of North American
 

Universities in collaboration with host universities for
 

the attainment of educational research and improvement
 

objectives, particularly in partially developed nations
 

where the primary need is for the strengthening and reform
 

of existing institutions rather than the creation and
 

development of wholly new institutions,
 

In Latin America, Universities operate with a strong sense of autonomy
 

in relationship to Ministries of Education and other educational organiza

tions; there is little or no tradition of collaboration--possibly even
 



-23 

antagonism--and,, furthermore, there is little or no tradition foi basing
 

In any
educational'decisions on a factual basis derived from research. 


such setting the IWhE experience offers the following potentially useful
 

guidelines:
 

1. 	The inter-university structure and inter-university governance
 

(Or some form of active collaboration) provide a device that
 

is potentially, if not uniquely, useful for bridging the gap
 

between Universities, Ministries and other educational bodies
 

in the following ways:
 

a. 	It seems to assure a "non-political", flexible basis for
 

collaboration.
 

b. 	Other universities (if regionally organized) can relate
 

to it because of its non-political character.
 

c. 	Governments can relate to it, because its focus is on
 

factual inquiry rather than on some fixed ideological
 

bias.
 

d. The host university can justify to its domestic critics
 

many actions (otherwise politically unacceptable) which
 

it would like to undertake anyway, on the ground that
 

it must take such actions because it is engaged on an
 

an inter-university endeavor. Hence, it is possible 

for the national university to work with government 

through the inter-university device, even though it 

customarily may be uncooperative with the government 

in 	 other areas. 

2. 	 The basically !non-governmental", traditionally "academic" 

characterof the inter-university endeavor is of critical 



importancee. Iac ms. the part of a.non-political 

'Uoi-i4deo0ogi al, professional,,body. More specifically: 

a,. Its work is best limited to research, evaluation and 

planning '' assistance; program operations Per le should 

not be conducted. 

b. It must be willing and enabled to work with several 

levels of the total educational enterprise and with 

diverse agencies. 

c. It must be sensitive to political problems, but not
 

become involved in any partisan way in those problems.
 

d. It must provide a neutral arena in which opposing
 

sectors in the educational field can become engaged
 

in the study and diagnosis of common problems.
 

3. A regional and bi-national (or multi-national) staff seems
 

to be advantageous, particularly if that staff has succeeded 

in achieving a large degree of professional unification. 

The foreign members of the staff seem to help counterpart
 

members from becoming embroiled in political issues; counter

part members tend to keep foreign members from (a)being
 

rejected out-of-hand and (b) arriving too quickly at simple
 

solutions to complex problems without a full sense of the
 

traditions, biases, long established relationships, power
 

structure and other factors which condition the environment
 

in which educational research and the formulation of
 

recommended changes takes place.
 



4. The methodology of participant research seems also to be a 
major aidto integrationof effort. In the development of 

a new institute, it would seem to be invaluable (a)as a 

training device for the institute staff itself, (b)as a 

relationship-building device-and (c) as a device for 

generating consensus among participants. There would seem 

to be no compelling reason why this methodology would not 

be equally appropriate for the mature research institute.
 

Furthermore, the conduct of descriptive research is not
 

delayed unduly by involving participants.
 

5. The methodology of participant research appears to have
 

another advantage., It compels the participants with
 

different background and talents (a) to define problems
 

in ways which admit of realistic solutions in terms of
 

available resources, cultural traditions and timing and
 

(b) to identify specific processes, steps, policies,
 

personnel and methods to achieve solutions to educational
 

problems, The natural tendency of university staff members
 

to pursue "global" solutions to complex educational,
 

developmental problems, and to justify these recommended
 

solutions with extensive arrays of data, tends to be
 

sharpened-up in the process of working with participants.
 

6. The inter-university structure and control raise a question
 

of policy when applied in a regional or any multi-university
 

setting. It seems clear from IIMEIs experience that the 

most appropriate organization for a research and planning 



assistance enterprise is a university, which operates
 

within a broad regional framework and association of
 

universities. More specifically the INE experience
 

indicates that the institution inwhich the research
 

enterprise is located can provide the services of a
 

regional institute effectively in and with other
 

universities. Moreover, it was demonstrated that-

given favorable disposition toward the enterprise by
 

potential funding agencies--the counterpart university
 

can work out with its sister institutions those mechanisms
 

of "regionalization" or "nationalization" which assure
 

acceptance and continuation of those services.
 

7. It also seems clear from the experience that an enterprise
 

should be staffed principally with full-time career persons,
 

regardless of nationality. When the enterprise is required
 

to train itself in both representational or relation-building
 

as well as technical tasks, counterparting of personnel in
 

depth seems to work effectively, even under severe limitations
 

of time.
 

In more general terms the following policy guidelines are recommended:
 

1. The U. S. government should not be encouraged to support an
 

lIDE-type enterprise--implying as it does a significant new
 

role overseas for the U. S. university--unless and until it
 

is prepared to provide these essential elements:
 

a. Bilateral financing through the U. S. university. This
 

method of financing is necessary to minimize problems such
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as personnel clearances and to keep the legal-technical
 

arrangements of contract within organizations operating
 

under more easily understood common policies and
 

regulations. Furthermore the resolution of unforeseen
 

problems is.greatly facilitated through more direct
 

communication channels between personnel of a U. S.
 

university and the U. S. funding agency.
 

b. Some assurance of relatively long-term program continuity* 

is necessary to establish a new and ultimately indigenous,
 

self-supported institution or service. A contract of four
 

to six years' duration is a minimal period of time to
 

firmly establish an institution of the complexity of IINE.
 

Foundation sponsored projects of comparable scope and
 

complexity are typically financed for the above noted
 

periods of time or longer. In the IIME experience,
 

"lead-time" under the contract was reduced because of
 

the pre-planning experience of the two universities but
 

even this advantageous condition would not alter'the
 

recommended timing materially. Although itwas reasonable
 

to expect that certain elements of the enterprise's work
 

would later come to be financed by the governments and
 

institutions which benefited, it was equally reasonable
 

to expect that the financial sponsor would continue to
 

fund the basic operations of the enterprise until ithad
 

demonstrated its ability to attract additional support.
 

from host governments, private foundations or other
 

external sources.
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c. 	Machinery to articulate the inter-university enterprise
 

with U. S. government agencies in the area in which the
 

enterprise operates, whether national or regional. Two
 

types 	of relationships would seem to be essential to 

effect a reasonable coordination of related activities:
 

(1) 	mechanisms whereby the U. S. agencies may become 

regular "consumers" of the substantive output of 

the 	enterprise, and
 

(2) 	 mechanisms whereby the U. S. university may be 

adequately advised with respect to policy policy 

and 	procedure of U. S. government agencies 

operating in the region.
 

2. 	 On the basis of the lIME experience, there seems to be no 

inherent conflict between (a)the "long-term relationship

building enterprise" conducted through a U. S. university
 

and counterpart university program and (b) the necessity 

of U. S. government agencies, from time to time, to achieve 

"short-term" impact type programs. Moreover, the lIME 

experiment seems to demonstrate that the U. S. university 

is probably the more suitable vehicle for achieving the 

former whereas the university is not uniquely qualified 

for the latter task. 

3. 	 Prom the lIME experience, therefore, we probably can see in 

prototype:
 

a. 	A potentially influential device for securing significant
 

data 	for educational planning and for promoting educational 

improvement and integration.
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b. A potentially effective way to permit the unique 

strengths of U. S. universities to be utilized overseas 

in activities that are appropriate to them and congruent 

with U. S. foreign assistance policy and programs for 

developing nations. 
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IV 

EPILOGUE
 

Contract sponsored operations were completed on September 30, 1964.
 

The Institute, however, continues. Funds for an extension of activities
 

through December 31, 1964, were made available to the Institute both by
 

the regional AID office in Central America and by Michigan State Univer

sity. All U. S, personnel returned to the United States at the end of
 

December,1964. A nucleus Central American staff continued, however, to
 

work full-time through June, 19659 and part-time to this writing, even
 

though additional funds have not been made available to the Institute.
 

Since the expiration of the REPAS contract, certain developments
 

have occurred that seem to be relevant to a further review and evaluation
 

of the Institute's work.
 

Although delayed by the vagaries seemingly intrinsic to publishing
 

enterprises in Central America, all but one of the Institute's printed
 

reports and plans have finally been delivered. These include:
 

Formacion de Personal pare la Ensenanza Media: Plan de Accion
 

Formacion de Personal para la Ensenanza Media: Estimacion de Costos
 

Plan de Gastos Publicos para Ia Educacion en Centro America 

Progreso Academico de los Estudiantes de la Universidad de San Carlos
 
de Guatemala
 

La Educacion Agropecuaria en Centro America
 

La Educacion Industrial en Centro America 

La Educacion Comercial en Centro America
 

The final study (Descerciones Universitarias en Centro America) has
 

still to be delivered by Imprenta Eros of Guatemala City. The IINE staff
 

in Guatemala indicateo that even this document may ultim4elVy appear.
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Of greater potential significance to the long-term development of 

the Institute, howevers are these recent occurrences in Central America.
 

In June, 1965, the Rectors of the five national universities in Central
 

'America met in Guatemala to elect a new Secretary of their regional 

association--CSUCA. Elected was Ing. Edgardo Sevilla, vice-Rector of 

the University of Honduras. Ing. Sevilla was one of the fourteen 

educators who worked most closely and intensively with the IIME staff 

in the formulation of the regional plan of educational development. 

It is anticipated that IIME will continue to enjoy harmonious and 

effective relationships with the CSUCA Secretariat.
 

At the same meeting, the regional status of lIME--as the research
 

arm of CSUCA for education--was reviewed, this for the third time since
 

its inception in September, 1962. At the June, 1965, meeting, the five
 

Rectors once again confirmed their original position with respect to
 

lIME. lIME, therefore, will continue to be located in and governed by
 

the University of San Carlos of Guatemala; it will also continue to
 

serve as the regional research arm for education.
 

Meantime, officials of the University of San Carlos indicate to, 

MSU that they are actively pursuing discussions with the regional AID 

office in Central America concerning possible continued support to the 

Institute. Four Central American lIME staff members continue to function-

although unsalaried for this purpose--in order to maintain minimum 

operations of the Institute. Other members of the original lIME staff 

have returned to their original institutions or have accepted new positions; 

however, it appears that the Institute has taken root--within the University 

of San Carlos and within the region--and that these roots are intrinsically 
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strong and viable. It also seems important that the Central American 

members of the enterprise would continue to work in and for that enter

prise despite severe limitations of funds. All of the above noted 

developments, and previously documented accomplishments, seem to us to 

be authentic evidences that the initial objectives which the REPAS 

contract supported have been achieved to a relatively satisfactory 

degree. 


