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SUMMARY

The Dialogue of the Americas was held in Cuernavaca, Mexico from 15 – 17 September 2006. It was organized by the Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) with the assistance of the Asociación Mexicana para la Educación Internacional (AMPEI) 
Organized along the lines of previous AIEA “ghost ranch” seminars but expanded to encompass the entire Western Hemisphere, the Dialogue focused on issues related to international education and exchange from a pan-American perspective. 

The Dialogue was facilitated by Dr. Everett Egginton (Dean, International and Border Programs at New Mexico State University) and Dr. Riall Nolan (Associate Provost and Dean of International Programs at Purdue University). Mr. Franco Antonio Osuna, President of AMPEI, recruited and coordinated the Mexican delegation and Mr. Carlos Ezcurra, Director of International Programs at the Universidad Católica de Argentina, did the same for the South American (Argentina, Colombia, Brazil) delegation. 
The Dialogue started late Wednesday afternoon, the 15th of November, immediately after the annual meeting of AMPEI had concluded. The items of business for this first session included personal introductions, a review of the “ground rules” (everyone participates, no one dominates, everyone listens to other points of view, etc.), and a final decision on the issues to be addressed. 
Well in advance of Dialogue, all participants had been asked to submit their own list of issues that they would like to see addressed during the Dialogue. Using this list, the facilitators came up with four broad categories to guide our discussions:
1. Context: What is the broad (i.e., Inter-American) context in which we operate?

2. Communication: How can we connect with one another more efficiently?

3. Collaboration: What specific activities could we (or should we) be doing more of? 

4. Involvement: Who else should we be working with?
These four categories were then placed on flip charts—one question per chart—and presented to the participants. For each of the questions, and in a general discussion, the participants then decided upon specific issues and ideas to be addressed. 
At this point, by developing a concrete agenda that would structure Day 2’s discussions, we had concluded the substantive work of Day 1. Appendix 2 contains a detailed breakdown of the initial questions, the four categories, and additional points raised by participants.

Our opening session was followed by a reception and dinner.
We spent the first 2-3 hours of the following day (Thursday Nov 16th) discussing each of the four broad questions, keeping in mind the ultimate goal of developing an action plan for each (What is to be done? Who will do it? How much will it cost? What will be the outcome or product?). 
After lunch, and thanks to arrangements made by our co-sponsor AMPEI, we briefly visited Cuernavaca’s well-known Museum of Modern Art as well as its beautiful central plaza (zócalo), returning in time to finish our agenda before our late evening dinner. Indeed, the day’s discussions were focused, the ideas generated were worthy of further reflection and consideration, and the optimism among us all was palpable. Moreover, the agenda for the third and final day also seemed to emerge—begin to develop action plans. These discussions are summarized in the next section, and the action plans are outlined in Appendix 3.

On the final day (Friday, Nov 17th) we divided ourselves into four groups, with each group taking responsibility for initiating an “action plan” for its assigned question/issue. Each group had a recorder who volunteered to write summary notes for each of the four questions/issues:

· John R. Mallea: Context; 
· Thomas M. Buntru: Communication; 
· Andrés Macías: Collaboration; 
· Carlos Ezcurra: Involvement. 
Each group was expected to develop action items along with an action plan for each one. While the assignment was somewhat ambitious, much progress was made. 
The Dialogue was well attended—in fact, the most ever to participate in an AIEA ghost ranch. The twenty-one participants came from six countries in the Americas (Canada, the US, Mexico, Colombia, Brazil and Argentina). Most of them were SIOs at their universities, but we also had one university president, a high level official from the American Council on Education, the executive directors of both CONAHEC and the Institute of International Education’s Regional Office for Latin America, and a representative from the Ministry of Education in Argentina. (See Appendix I for the complete list of participants.)

As the evaluations show (see Appendix 4) the Dialogue of the Americas served as an effective and stimulating forum for high-level professionals to share and discuss issues of mutual interest and concern. Beyond this, however, we believe that it has sparked a sincere interest in having an ongoing dialogue about issues of international education and their implications for the Americas. We look forward to continuing this dialogue, and to bringing others into it.

DISCUSSION SESSION I: CONTEXT: WHAT IS THE BROAD INTER-AMERICAN CONTEXT IN WHICH WE WORK?
The following four questions served as both an introduction and a contextual framework for our opening session.

· What is the global context in which the internationalization of higher education institutions is taking place?

· What basic similarities and differences exist in the internationalization process in the Americas?

· How can organizations of international education in the Americas collaborate better to advance internationalization in our higher education institutions?

· What do answers to these three questions suggest we do differently in terms of future policy and practice?

Discussion:
General agreement was expressed that internationalization was assuming a higher profile throughout both the Americas and the world as a whole and that this process was largely being driven by economic considerations.  Colleagues, for example, pointed to the rapid and world-wide growth of the for-profit higher education sector and the growing involvement in international public higher education institutions as a means of generating additional revenues.

Discussion of for-profit higher education led naturally into a discussion of global demographics and the social demand for higher education.  This then segued into the quality assurance issue and the growing need for countries and regions in the Americas to develop effective systems in this area.  And finally, the regulating and marketing functions of government were raised but time did not permit them to be pursued in any depth.

Mention of the Bologna Agreement on the length of cycles of higher education and the credit transfer system elicited a variety of responses.  The higher education sector in the USA, it was pointed out, tends to see itself as a “world unto itself” and would likely not be impacted to any great extent in the near future by the Bologna model.  
Some colleagues, however, were not so sure that this would be the case in the long run.  The Bologna transfer of credits model was already raising issues for mobility programs and linkages with regional credit transfer systems, for example, the Asia Pacific Credit Transfer system were being explored.  And its impact on bilateral agreements was already being felt.  
Whether the Bologna Agreement would become a global rather than a regional model, however, remains an open question, as did related issues such as learning outcomes and the development of comparable indicators of curricular content and performance measures.

The issue of student mobility evoked a wide variety of comments and illustrative observations.  For example, it was pointed out that it was important to place developments in this area within the broader context of internationalization.  The concept and models of student mobility were undergoing modification and change.  Disagreement was expressed over the effectiveness of short and long study abroad programs.  The percentage of students going abroad varied by country, socio-economic class, institution, faculties and programs.  Overall, however, the percentage of students involved was generally low.  Thus, despite student mobility being what was described as our “core business,” much more attention would need to be paid to issues such as the internationalization of the curricula.  This last point, moreover, had particular resonance for Latin American countries where the rates of student mobility differed markedly from those in the OECD countries.

The importance of sharing best practices in internationalization was stressed and sources of best practices identified (e.g., ACE, IIE, AASCU, NAFSA).  This was important, several colleagues suggested, in making best use of the student international experience in enhancing the learning experience of the larger student body on campus and the civic community in general.

The above summary, regrettably, does not do justice to the scope and insight reflected in many of the observations advanced in what was a broad-ranging discussion.  One would have liked, for instance, to have spent more time discussing the distinction drawn between the “internal” and “external” aspects of the internationalization process.  And while this was not possible during Session I, there might well be an opportunity to do so in subsequent sessions. 

DISCUSSION SESSION II: COMMUNICATION: HOW CAN WE CONNECT WITH ONE ANOTHER MORE EFFECTIVELY?
The following questions and issues served as introduction and debate elements for the discussion:

· How can we effectively deepen international partnerships so that they advance comprehensive internationalization at each of the institutions involved in the partnerships?

· Academic exchange of students, faculty, and administrators

· Institutional North-South degree collaboration; joint degrees, degree-completion

· East and South Asian models

· Conferences, videoconferences, alliances

· Identifying best practices and success stories

· World wide communication forum

· Institutional communication plans

· One-stop clearinghouses

· Private – public “jealousies”

· Information networks

· Corporate support and money

Discussion
The basic idea with which the discussion started was that we should connect more and more among associations that already exist and also between the institutions that may be or may not be part of those organizations. And in order to achieve this, it was underlined the need to create social conscience, the need to understand each other at personal and institutional levels and to understand other cultures in general. Only in this way it would be possible to “share” more and to have a better “connection”.

It was discussed that there are at least three levels in which this connection should take place concerning the availability of information and focusing on who the “end-users” might be: inter-association communication, inter-government communication, and intra-institutional communication. And it was this last level at which many of the participants paid very much attention. 

There was a topic among the whole discussion that created an interesting debate concerning the type of model, if any, that internationalization processes should adopt at institutions and at higher education systems as well. One of the participants read a huge list of organizations world wide that implement different internationalization models, an exercise that made evident the whole amount of experiences from which our institutions could benefit when wanting to create, change, or strengthen their own. 
This topic also led to a controversy involving self-regulating certifications and the adoption of specific models: is either of them a better strategy? 
As a conclusion of this discussion, there seemed to be an agreement towards the idea that the important thing is not to choose one specific model that has proved to be successful. What is really important is to identify best practices in internationalization processes and successful elements within every internationalization model and adopt the strategy or strategies that best fit each institution according to their own specific necessities, surroundings, and culture.

Another important and unavoidable issue was if it would be necessary to create a new organization as a result of this meeting. Several colleagues insisted that creating new organizations was not a solution because, for instance, organizations require financial resources, personal work and not only good will, and for now, the only thing we had was good will. Therefore there was a strong support to the ideas of using in a better and more efficient way the existing organizations and to encourage initiatives such as an inter-american clearing house or an inter-american net of existing national networks instead of whole new organizations.

According to the participants, there are a couple of basic obstacles that affect in a negative way a better connection and communication among associations and institutions. The first obstacle is the high rotation of International Vice-Presidents, Vice-Rectors, Vice-Chancellors, and Directors, which makes very difficult the continuity of internationalization processes and contact between different institutions. A second obstacle is the lack of well-prepared people in charge of international relations and international affairs within some of the institutions. And a third obstacle is the lack of interest of presidents and rectors towards the international offices, their staff, and their responsibilities and opportunities.

Finally, along the discussion, the participants listed some strategies that could allow better connections and communication:

· Think on a more regional and continental perspective

· Connect related courses and related themes and areas

· Use of virtual courses on specific topics

· Connect homologues (counterparts)
DISCUSSION SESSION III: COLLABORATION: WHAT SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES COULD WE OR SHOULD WE BE DOING MORE OF?
The following items served as a guide and framework for the ensuing discussion:

· Examine the role of online studies in furthering intercontinental collaboration.

· Effect changes in the curriculum and academic programs to facilitate collaboration.

· Attend the conferences of sister associations in the hemisphere.

· Share information.

· Collaborate with other actors (government, business, etc.).

· Diversify types of collaboration.

· Distinguish between formal and informal collaboration.

· Establish joint-degree programs.

· Use the Internet for collaboration efforts.

· Collaborate on data collection.

· Establish collaborative research projects.

· Create an intercontinental council of associations.

· Secure more government and corporate support.

Discussion:

The importance of building awareness and interest among faculty for exchanges was pointed out, although there was general agreement that this would vary by country and by discipline. More faculty engagement would, hopefully, lead to more exchange opportunities for professors and increased funding for their projects. The importance of listening to faculty in the process of identifying new partners and programs was stressed, and Uliana Gabara mentioned the website at the University of Richmond as a resource (http://oncampus.richmond.edu/international/Faculty/seminar). 

There was general agreement on the need for more and better data collection among institutions and associations, especially in the context of documenting best practices in internationalization. A common website or clearinghouse would be desirable.

A recommendation was issued to look at different national and international models of collaboration, stressing the importance of reciprocity and horizontal collaboration (“win-win situations”), as opposed to schemes of vertical relationships that often favor institutions from the more developed countries.

The discussion then turned to the importance of establishing partnerships with non-university partners, such as government, corporations, and foundations; especially in the search for funding and the identification of creative sources of support. It was felt that the so-called “corporate social responsibility” could be exploited to secure financial support. It was also pointed out that we should develop a “pattern language” to talk about what we do and why we do so, in order to facilitate communication especially with non-academic actors.

In the context of the diversification of collaboration and cooperation programs, there ensued a discussion on the growing number of service-learning projects among the institutions in our hemisphere. Colleagues from Mexico shared their experience with the government-mandated “servicio social” that all Mexican students have to comply with as a graduation requirement.

There was consensus on the need for follow-up meetings, possibly linked to the next meetings of the various regional and national associations (AIEA, CONAHEC, NAFSA, AMPEI, FAUBAI, among others), and the establishment of a task force that would seek to establish linkages with other relevant organizations, such as OUI, IIE, Inter-American Dialogue, OAS, Inter-American Development Bank, with the objective of creating an inter-American council of international education associations.

DISCUSSION SESSION IV: INVOLVEMENT: WHO ELSE SHOULD WE BE WORKING WITH?
This group focused on the establishment and enhancement of international education institutions and associations at the national and regional levels, as well as the harmonization of higher education systems in the Americas.

The following represents in summary form the principal contributions of the participants.

Luciane Stallivieri

Caxias do Sul University offers: 

integrated services (study+work). Contact industries and work on schemes where int’l students can work during the day and study during the evening.

“Programa padrino universitário”, especially helpful to integrate some int’l students that may be perceived as an excluded minority in the Southern Brazil (i.e. South Saharian students)

Christa Olson

We should ask HOW to involve community members others in our work as int’l educators.

-professors: create internationalisation committees with faculty members

- ethnic associations: make them advisers for the Campus international activities

-employers: CEOs, which are the skills they are looking for, v.gr., in terms of international habilities.

Bill Lennon

On-campus foreign “national day” experience at the Universidad de los Andes (Colombia). “Hungary day” would be occasion to give in-depth insight on the country, its mores, etc.

Uliana Gabara

Human Resources Director: it’s a major resource to get information on foreigners living and working on-campus. Seek ways to integrate them in the college community. GMU (George Mason) has a database with info concerning national original, countries visited and lived on, etc.

Use immigrants as resource in general.

Antonio Osuna

In the State of Jalisco, all universities constituted “Educación Jalisco”. They joined with State Administration and made the case the IE was worth US 400 million for the region. The Unions of Restaurants, Bars, Hotels, were involved in the project.

Francisco Calero

Faculty: advocate that they are substantial part of the int’l process: their research is international even in “hard” areas like sciences and engineering.

Alan Adelman

Experience in Mexico:

-American Chamber of Commerce maybe a good resource.

-Expat children as frequently eager to get involved in IE activities: they are already global people and highly motivated.

Jorge García

We should lobby so the foreigners may work legally in the US (off-campus), as it’s the case in Canada in and in most European countries.

Antonio Osuna

Joint advocacy with congress people. Results in the US are discouraging, but efforts should not be stopped.

Joan Landeros

Mexican legislation requires all college students to have 480 hours of community service (1 year for MDs). Every university in the country has now a structure to place its students in this kind of service. This specialized office is becoming more sophisticated and internationally involved in all sorts of projects and linkages. Europe, for instance, pays its students to do voluntary work, which may be abroad. USLA has successfully used this scheme to bring in foreign volunteers and generate exchange places for their students in European universities.

Another interesting area for involvement is sports.

Riall Nolan

A Peace Corps Master degree

Francisco Marmolejo

We should not underestimate the involvement of employers. They frequently “educate” our schools. Some would not hire anybody who does not speak foreign languages and has an international experience.

John Mallea

It’s important to get to the boards of trustees, boards of governors of the university. Int’l Offices should be able to present their work to them. (US participants comment that this may be problematic in their country).

Rosa Marina Meyer

Alumni associations are an important resource for further internationalisation. Many members have relevant and influential positions in the public and private sector. In PUC they have created study abroad scholarships. Many have requested help to hire students with international background.

International alumni are a good resource too for fundraising and recruitment.

Joan Landeros

USLA has a special section in the alumni magazine for international alumni.

Everett Egginton

Seek alumni that have studied abroad as a resource for our work and mission.

Francisco Marmolejo

Ask the students themselves: “How many of you would like to have an international experience?” “How many of you think that will actually do it?”

Parents also are excellent advocates: there are making a sacrifice for a better education for their kids and understand that international education offers even more opportunities and advantages.

Antonio Osuna

Use facilities of your universities to host international activities for 3rd. institutions.

Rosa Marina Meyer

PUC hosts the seat of the Fulbright Commission in Rio.

John Mallea

Use the press and advocate for IE.
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APPENDIX 1: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

	PARTICIPANTS
	INSTITUTION
	EMAIL

	Alan Adelman
	Institute for International Education, Office for Latin America
	aadelman@iielatinamerica.org

	Patricia E. Biddinger
	Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis 
	pbiddin@iupui.edu

	Thomas M. Buntru
	Universidad de Monterrey
	tbuntru@udem.edu.mx.

	Fernando Calero Aparicio
	Pontificia Universidad Javeriana (Cali)
	fcalero@puj.edu.co

	Rosa Marina de Brito Meyer
	Pontificia Universidade Catolica do Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio)
	director@ccci.puc-rio.br.

	Joan M. W. de Landeros
	Universidad La Salle
	jmwl@ulsa.mx.

	Carlos Ezcurra
	Universidad Catolica de Argentina/Coordinator for Latin America
	carlos_ezcurra@uca.edu.ar

	Uliana F. Gabara
	University of Richmond
	ugabara@richmond.edu. 

	Jorge García
	Southern New Hampshire University 
	j.garcia@snhu.edu. 

	Norma Angélica Juárez Salomo
	Universidad Autónoma del Estado de Morelos
	salomo@buzon.uaem.mx.

	Bill Lennon
	Tulane- retired
	blennon5111@yahoo.com

	Andrés Macías
	Asociación Colombiana de Universidades
	rci@ascun.org.co.

	John R. Mallea
	Brandon University / AMPEI 
	mallea@ontera.net.

	Francisco Marmolejo
	CONAHEC / AMPEI
	fmarmole@email.arizona.edu.

	Christa Olson
	ACE 
	christa_olson@ace.nche.edu.

	Franco Antonio Osuna Garzón
	Universidad Panamericana/Coordinator for Mexico
	fosuna@up.mx 

	John H. Petersen
	Western Kentucky University, retired
	john.petersen@wku.edu. 

	Oscar Alberto Reali
	Ministry of Education Argentina
	oreali@me.gov.ar. 

	Luciane Stallivieri
	FAUBAI
	

	
	
	

	Facilitators:
	
	

	Everett Egginton
	New Mexico State University
	egginton@nmsu.edu

	Riall W. Nolan
	Purdue University
	rwnolan@purdue.edu

	
	
	


APPENDIX 2: ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

Prior to the Ghost Ranch, participants were invited to send in lists of issues they wanted to discuss with their colleagues. We collected these and, before the Ghost Ranch began, we sorted them into broad categories. 

The suggestions fell rather neatly into four main groupings: Context, Communication, Collaboration, and Involvement. Each is set out below. Beneath each group title are the suggestions contributed before the Ghost Ranch through email. The items below that, in italics, are the additional items contributed by participants as the Ghost Ranch’s first working session began.

We took up each of the four categories in turn, and spent several hours discussing each. Participants were then invited to break into four groups, corresponding to the discussion topics, and to select a smaller number of issues to work on. They were asked, for those items they selected, to produce and present an action plan to the group. The action plan would consist of a description of the main activities to be undertaken, an indication of who would be responsible for implementation, a general timeline, and specification of a concrete outcome or “deliverable” which would result.
Here were the original issues, as contributed by participants through email, before the Dialogue:

· What does it mean in diverse contexts to advance comprehensive internationalization?

· How can we connect internationalization to other important institutional initiatives (such as assessment, curriculum reform, learning communities, multicultural education/ diversity, service learning, community development)?

· How can we effectively deepen international partnerships so that they advance comprehensive internationalization at each of the institutions involved in the  partnerships?

· What role should chief international educators be playing in advancing global learning throughout the K-16 pipeline?

· What Americans can learn from the importance that India, Korea, China, and Japan give to science and engineering graduate study in the U.S., Britain, and other leading host countries?

· Academic exchange of students, faculty, and administrators.

· Institutional North-South degree collaboration; joint-degrees, degree-completion.

· Online studies.

· How to connect in a more effective way internationalization efforts at the institutional level with concrete pressures and requests for more local involvement? 

· How can we further develop a more comprehensive and effective partnership among international higher education organizations in support of internationalization efforts conducted by member institutions?

· How CIO and Offices of International Affairs can be more effective in fostering changes in the curriculum and the academic programs?

· How to interrelate in a more effective way regional, national and international government policies and policy makers with the international agenda on HEIs?

· Effective strategies to involve employers.

· Internationalization and new technologies.

· What does Friedman’s “flat world” imply for higher education development in the Americas?

· How are the educational systems of the Americas alike and different and how might such comparisons guide new approaches to strategic collaborations? 
The facilitators took this list and broke it down into four broad categories. We presented these to the group, and asked for additional thoughts. These are summarized below, under the main groupings.

I. WHAT IS THE BROAD INTER-AMERICAN CONTEXT IN WHICH WE ALL WORK? (referred to as “CONTEXT” by discussion groups). John was the rapporteur for this group.

· Internationalization in diverse contexts

· The “flat world” and its implications

· Differences and similarities in educational systems in the Americas, and implications for collaboration

____________________

	Legal aspects

Security aspects

Credit

Economic

Political

Language learning

Immigration

Cross-cultural misconceptions

Accountability
	Open cultural focus

Competition in an unequal world

Limited collaboration

Bologna Process

Rhetoric vs. reality

Accreditation

Low income students

For-profit educational institutions

Internal and external internationalization


II. HOW CAN WE CONNECT WITH ONE ANOTHER MORE EFFECTIVELY? (referred to as “COMMUNICATION” by discussion groups). Andrés was the rapporteur for this group.

· Deepening institutional partnerships

· East and South Asian models

· Academic exchanges and frameworks for joint and dual degree programs

____________________

	Conferences

Listservs

Web environment

Alliances

Identifying ‘best practices’ and success stories

Regional associations (including World Bank, Interamerican Bank,   and others)
	World-wide communication forum?

Institutional communication plans

One-stop clearinghouses?

Private/public “jealousies”

Marketing strategies

Information networks based on SIGs

Corporate support and money
Videoconferences


III. WHAT SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES COULD WE – OR SHOULD WE – BE DOING MORE OF? (referred to as “COLLABORATION” by discussion groups). Thomas was the rapporteur for this group.

· Online studies

· Other new technologies

· Changes in curriculum and academic programs

____________________

	Conferences of sister organizations

Share information

More collaboration with others (including government)

Diversify types of collaboration

Balance formal/informal  collaboration
	Joint degrees

Internet

Collaboration on data collection

Collaborative research

Create a council

More government and corporate support


IV. HOW CAN WE INVOLVE OTHERS IN WHAT WE DO? (referred to as “INVOLVEMENT” by discussion groups). Carlos was the rapporteur for this group.

· The K-12 pipeline

· Local involvement

· Regional, national and international policymakers

· Employers

____________________

	Lobbying

OAS

Hemispheric organization

Change our faculty cultures

Involve local business and industry

Look at models from elsewhere

Involve international organizations in each of our localities
	Rethink our goals, methods, etc through new organizations

Look at internationalization in research, recruiting, etc.

Pan-institution marketing of internationalization

State level policies

Training for officials


APPENDIX 3: ACTION PLANS 

A very brief summary of each group’s initial steps toward developing an action plan follows:

GROUP I: [CONTEXT] recommended that an electronic survey of barriers and challenges to InterAmerican collaboration, along with practical solutions for overcoming them, be carried out, and that the model previously adopted for trilateral cooperation (IIE) be employed. 

· Activity: Group One proposed two surveys: one on “barriers to collaboration,” the second on “mobility.”

· Responsible bodies: a 7-8 member working group would take charge of this

· Resources: mainly existing data and resources would be used.

· Timetable: One year to completion

· Deliverables: In addition to data summaries, the group would produce a funding proposal for next steps, and several publications, including a report on conference followup and a summary of best practices.

GROUP II: [COMMUNICATIONS] recommended that a virtual forum be created to be known as The Dialogue of the Americas. This group recommended that this idea be further explored and a full-fledged action plan be developed by NAFSA’s International Education Leadership Knowledge Community during the 2007 NAFSA annual meeting in Minneapolis.

· Activity: Group II proposed the creation of a “virtual forum” to continue and sustain dialogue among our members. This would be in addition to our physical meetings at various times of the year.

· They proposed planning a followup Dialogue at NAFSA 2007. As part of that, they would identify missing participants, and also inform other interested bodies (government ministries, organizations, etc) about the existence of the dialogue.

· Responsible bodies: Not clear who would initiate the Forum. A task force would be set up t do this, composed of national delegates.

· Timetable: The virtual forum would be in place by May 2007.

· Resources; Not specified.

· Deliverables: Two: the virtual forum itself, and the end result, a second Dialogue of the Americas.

GROUP III: [COLLABORATION] recommended that a website on the Dialogue of the Americas be created and that this be linked to and maintained by CONAHEC.

Group III developed several action plans.

1. Collect and Share Information

· Activity: creation of a website

· Responsible bodies: CONAHEC (representing a “loose network”)

· Timeline: Plan to present a first version of the website at AIEA’s February 2007 conference.

· Resources required: This can be done at no cost.

· Outcome or Product: A website which can function as a clearinghouse for members, to provide information and hold discussions.

2. Follow Up on the Dialogue

· Activity: a further meeting of this group

· Responsible bodies: current members of this group, as well as other national representatives

· Timeline: At AMPEI 2007

· Resources required: Not sure.

· Outcome or Product: An evaluation of progress, together with an outline of possible new initiatives.

3. Linkages with other associations and organizations

· Activity: Linkages with other associations and organizations

· Responsible bodies: a task force, the composition of which is to be determined.

· Timeline: Contacts should be made at AIEA in February of 2007, at CONAHEC in April 2007 (OUI?); at NAFSA in May 2007 (language across the curriculum); and at AMPEI in Nov 2007.

· Resources required: Not sure.

· Outcome or Product: Contacts with OUI, IIE, Inter-American Dialogue, OAS, Inter-American Bank, etc.

4. (Incomplete) Courses taught in foreign languages

· Activity: Publish a list of courses taught in foreign languages in collaborating universities

· Outcome: A list of courses published on a website, together with tips for implementing the courses.

GROUP IV:[INVOLVEMENT] also recommended creating a vehicle for information sharing and disseminating of data (for example, the results of the Dialogue of the Americas) such that effective initiatives and ideas might usefully be  replicated in other countries of the Americas.

Group IV proposed three main activities:

· Using networks to generate a series of reports on issues of interest and concern;

· Setting up further meetings like this one, in other countries of the region; and

· Collecting data from collaborating countries.

Plans are underway for another “Dialogue of the Americas” place and time to be determined. Data collection has already started.
APPENDIX 4: EVALUATIONS
Quantitative: (Question 4 on the evaluation form): All 19 participants completed the evaluation. Following is the summary of the ratings for each of the five factors (scale was 1 to 5: 1 = poor; 5 = excellent):
1. Facilitators: 6 responded with 4; 13 responded with 5.

2. Usefulness of information discussed: 1 responded with 3; 5 responded with 4; 13 responded with 5.

3. Facilities: 7 responded with 3; 5 responded with 4; 7 responded with 5.

4. Quality of discussion: 3 responded with 4; 16 responded with 5.

5. Overall satisfaction: 7 responded with 4; 12 responded with 5. 
Comments: The following is a compilation of the participants’ most frequently cited comments to each of the four additional questions. 

1. List at least 3 insights you gained from this dialogue (3 things you learned).

· Momentum of change in field of international is increasing but the direction(s) of change remains unclear.

· Need to involve LA leadership in “leading” the dialogue in a cooperative and collaborative approach.

· Learned best practices and models in IE

· Many other ways to cooperate not only among organizations but also among higher education institutions and on a personal basis.

· We need much more personal commitment to get collaboration among the Americas moving.

· There are organizations which need to be empowered and engaged.

· These small intense group meeting can be very productive and should be duplicated.

· The importance of thinking about an interamerican identity in a more professional way.

· Need to bring back to ACE information about diverse organizations that were present at the dialogue and think about invitations extended to their member presidents for upcoming ACE president events.

· Want to learn more about other higher education systems in LA.

· The dynamics between LA higher education institutions and US is in need of repair/expansion.

· The importance of technology and how we are using them.  

· Support to institutional interests in international education.

· Innovative in content and structure

· That only 1% of the world investment is directed to LA.

· The apparent growing interest in overcoming barriers to north-south exchange.

· The emergence of country-based international education associations.

· The common problems faced by all universities.

· Differences and similarities of expectations among participants.

· Surprised by lack of interest in exchange as a platform for economic development.

· That there is little political support for our efforts.

· US participants have limited knowledge about LA institutions

· It will be difficult to increase mobility with the Americas

· South America is ready to internationalize their universities.

· Major obstacles and opportunities of internationalization process in America

2. What were the highlights of the dialogue (what did you like most or what was most valuable to you)?
· Range of experiences and views

· Multicultural dialogue

· Extended discussion and life-long friendships.

· Gather state-of-the-art information and ways of dealing differently to issue problems

· The ambient of cooperation and transparency in which matter were discussed

· Meeting with colleagues and spending quality time with them – learning from their experiences.

· New resources and insights into improving our efforts for internationalization

· Reminder of the sometimes opaque perspective of US professionals vis-à-vis LA

· Consensus on needs to collaborate more on understanding barriers to mobility and partnerships.

· Tangible deliverables assigned to produce concrete results.

· Frank, open and constructive dialogue

· Great leadership of Riall and Everett

· Convenient location with great facilities

· Informal intense meetings

· Increasing interchange of international education

· Defining new inputs and goals for internationalization

· Unified agreement that Dialogo should be continued electronically.

· The elaboration of a speaker action plan—real activities that will take place in the near future.

3. What suggestions do you have for improvement?
· Share leadership of the discussion with LA colleagues

· Facilitators of different nationalities

· More focus for local needs (sometimes too American focused)

· More time to work out tangible workplans and tie up the loose ends of the suggestions.

· Follow-up with Dialogue II Edition

· Information on subjects, networks, agencies that are mentioned and that are difficult to know about.

· The Latin American Studies Association meetings could be a future venue attracting other perspectives.

· Keep the Dialogue meeting once a year, preferably right after AMPEI

4. See quantitative summary above.

5. Other comments on the dialogue including suggestions for future AIEA professional development workshops.
· Panels on innovative practices.

· This model should continue on the local, regional, and international levels as a way to create larger engaged networks.  It may be good to identify interest groups, specific academic areas which could include academics and the international offices.

· I also believe this type of dialogue would be excellent to engage ministry-level contacts as well as productive sector representatives with international offices.  It is a chance to exchange real ideas and concerns outside a fixed agenda.

· Congratulations to the organizers.

· Sharing ideas and experiences is the best way to grow.  Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to join this group.

· Hopefully the results of this Dialogue will be disseminated very broadly and encourage broader participation in LA & US

· AIEA should follow up on the model Riall discussed: The 3-day on-line discussion

· AIEA should also continue to expand this “Ghost Ranch” international model, Council creator notwithstanding.  Next with Asian colleague; how about Africa?

· The facilitators should be from US/Canada and from LA.  There were times when the discussion focused too much only on the US universities problems/interests.

· Even though AIEA is one of the leaders of the dialogue, it has been great to do this dialogue in Mexico.  This shows great interest in the higher education of the whole continent.

APPENDIX 5: FOLLOW-UP
Based on our own impressions of the Dialogue, the contributions of the participants, and the evaluations, we have three substantive recommendations for moving forward. In each case, these can and must be done by Latin American participants themselves. It is also clear, however, that each recommendation provides very interesting opportunities for collaboration with international higher education organizations in North America, Europe, and elsewhere.

Here are our three recommendations for follow-up:
1) Institutions in Latin America should be encouraged to create and develop consortium-type arrangements like AIEA, either at a national or a regional level, to provide forums for discussion, policy formulation, and program development.
2) Similarly, web pages should be developed to permit publicity and discussion of area-wide issues and opportunities. CONAHEC has indicated that it would be willing to host a web page of this sort.

3) Finally, institutions in the region should be encouraged to further professionalize the administration of international education, by assessing regional and/or national training needs, developing programs to meet those needs, and offering those programs as widely as possible. In this, they should be encouraged to collaborate with other higher education associations elsewhere (e.g., AIEA, NAFSA, EAIE, etc).
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