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Abstract

There are four words that summarize the U.S. Mexico collaboration in the area of education: asymmetric, fragmented, aimless, and “institution-less”. This paper, drawing, from the recent history and policies in the education relationship will document this status of education in the bilateral relationship. The paper is organized in three sections. Section one refers to the U.S. – Mexico asymmetries in almost every single area of comparison from competitiveness to wellness and from education to research and development. The asymmetrical relationship (both, in sheer economic, competitiveness and wellness indicators on the one hand, and institutional governmental agencies, on the other) will be given as an assumption of the difficulties of forward bilateral collaboration in all areas including education and knowledge.  Section two will depart from the asymmetrical institutional relationship and will refer to the overall bilateral education relationship between the two countries.  The lack of an institutional framework and binational institutions in the educational collaborative realm will entice me to a third section of proposals for policy makers.
The Asymmetries
The only real symmetric connection in the US-Mexico relationship is the border line.  We are united by geography but separated by almost any other indicator we might think of.  Apart from obvious sheer differences in economic size, we share no symmetries in other relative indicators of strength or wellness, except perhaps for the distribution of income.
Let us see. Table 1 summarizes hundreds of indicators and indexes from different sources that pretend to measure absolute and relative strengths and weaknesses of countries and nations. Mexico lags well behind the U.S. marks in almost every possible indicator or measure of competitiveness and wellness or welfare, such as the most widely accepted one, the GNP per capita.  For example, the Mexican level of competitiveness, which includes factors such as education, technology and knowledge, as defined by, and measured from, several sources, compared to that of the U.S., is dramatically opposed.  The U.S. ranks first or second whereas Mexico ranks either at the bottom or very far away from the best ranking countries.  There is one indicator, though, in which the two countries are not so far “distant neighbors” i.e., distribution of income. To this latter point I will return later.
Table 1
Ranking of Competitiveness and Welfare indexes and indicators

	
	Year
	N●
	México
	United States

	WEF (Growth competitiveness)
	2004
	104
	48
	2

	WEF (Business competitiveness)
	2004
	103
	55
	1

	IMD (Competitiveness)
	2004
	60
	56
	1

	A.T. Kearney (Globalization)
	2004
	62
	45
	7

	Heritage Foundation (Economic Freedom)
	2004
	161
	63
	12

	Free the World (Economic Freedom) 
	2002
	123
	58
	3

	Income Distribution* (GINI)
	(a)
	110
	98(53.1)
	70(40.8)

	Transparency
	2004
	146
	64
	17

	A.T. Kearney (Foreign Direct Investment)
	2004
	25
	22
	2

	GNP/Cap (US dollars) **
	2003
	208
	69 (5530)
	7 (34280)

	GNP/ Cap (US dollars converted to PPP)**
	2001
	208
	80 (8240)
	3 (34280)

	Index of Technology Attainment (ITA)***
	2004
	37
	28
	3

	The World Bank (Doing Business)
	2004
	133
	87
	8


Sources: WEF (2004), IMD (2004), A.T. Kearney (2005a), Heritage Foundation (2005), Free the World (2005), *The World Bank (2003a), Transparency International (2004), A.T. Kearney (2005b), **The World Bank (2003b), *** ITA Constructed by the author based on data from UNDP (2005), The World Bank (2004). ● Total Number of countries ranked in each indicator or index. a) 1998 for Mexico and 1997 for the U.S.  Notes: the U.S. GINI is the same as Turkmenistan’s and the Mexican GINI is slightly worse than Zambia’s. (PPP: purchasing power parity)
Education and human capital development, which are at the core of the new knowledge oriented economy, are quite disappointing in almost every single indicator of quality for the two countries. There are many ways to measure education quality.  We can measure the quality of inputs, of process or of outcomes.  We may choose to measure quality from aggregated indicators of enrollment, level of schooling and expected level of schooling.  This measure of quality is misleading because it tells us very little about the level of knowledge or preparedness of students once they leave the school to take a job.  This is why, in Table 2, I use indicators of attainment and indicators of preparedness.  Attainment will refer to literacy, schooling and expected years of schooling. Preparedness will be measured by the only standardized international assessment indicator involving the two countries, i.e., PISA* 2000 and PISA 2003.
Table 2

Attainment and preparedness in education: U.S. and Mexico

	Attainment 
	Year
	N● 
	 Mexico
	United.States. 

	 
	Schooling (average years)
	 2002
	48 
	 7.4
	12.7 

	 
	Expected schooling 
	2002
	48
	12.9
	16.8

	 
	Literacy
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Adults (+15)
	2002
	177
	90.5
	99

	 
	 
	Youth (15-24)
	2002
	177
	96.6
	99

	 
	Enrolment
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Primary
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Gross
	2001/2002
	207
	110
	98

	 
	 
	Net
	2001/2002
	207
	99
	93

	 
	 
	Secondary
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Gross
	2001/2002
	207
	76
	93

	 
	 
	Net
	2001/2002
	207
	60
	85

	 
	 
	Tertiary
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Gross
	2001/2002
	207
	21
	81

	Preparedness
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	PISA
	 
	2000/2002
	41
	34
	18

	 
	 
	 
	2003
	41
	36
	23


Sources: schooling, OCDE (2004c p.47 t A1.1); Expected schooling, OECD (2004c p.277 t. A c1.1); Literacy for Mexico UNDP (2005a); Literacy for the U.S. UNDP (2005b); Enrolment primary, UNESCO (2005a); Enrolment secondary, UNESCO (2005b); Enrolment tertiary, UNESCO (2005c); PISA 2000-2002, OECD, (2003); PISA 2003, OECD (2004a).
● Total number of countries ranked in each indicator or index
It is striking that the U.S., with such outstanding marks in competitiveness and attainment has performed so low in terms of preparedness. There is a revived debate about the relationship between education and economic growth and development.  People that look at the statistics of compulsory education in the U.S. as compared to the high performance in productivity and competitiveness with very high levels of GNP per capita may use this example as an indicator of the lack of relationship between education, on the one hand, and productivity, competitiveness and growth, on the other.  However, the issue is not settled, there are solid, documented arguments in both sides.  But even if we accept the argument of the lack of relationship, or causal relationship, between compulsory education and growth, we still have to look at the higher education level of the overall education system in the U.S.  This is so because I think it is most appropriate to measure not only a relationship between compulsory education and competitiveness and growth, but also, the relationship of the overall education system and growth. When we look at the statistics of higher education, research and development, between the two countries the story changes again to a large asymmetry (see Table 3).

Table 3

Tertiary education performance

	Tertiary Education 
	Year
	 Mexico
	U.S. 

	 
	Enrolment
	2001/2002
	2,147,075
	15,927,987

	
	Performance
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Market Choice
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	Mexican Students in the U.S.
	2002
	12,518
	

	
	
	Mexican Students abroad
	2002
	18,325
	

	
	
	Foreign Students in Mexico
	2002
	1,892*
	

	
	
	U.S. Students in Mexico
	2002
	
	8,072**

	
	
	U.S. Students abroad
	2002
	
	38,608

	
	
	Foreign Students in the U.S.
	2002
	
	582,992

	
	
	Ranking Tables (top 100)
	
	
	

	
	
	Shanghai Jiao Tong University
	2004
	0
	51

	
	
	The Times Higher Education
	2004
	0
	35


Sources: Enrolment, UNESCO (2005d); OECD (2004b); Ranking Tables; Shanghai Jiao Tong University (2004); the Times Higher Education Supplement (2004). * OECD data for this entry (1,892) hugely underestimates the real data; therefore, I should be taken very cautiously. **OECD data (830) for this entry hugely underestimates the real data too; therefore I will use the IIE (2003) data, i.e., 8,072 for this entry.  
There are no international assessment exercises for the higher education level of education as those conducted by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) through PISA or The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) for Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) or Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) for lower levels of instruction.  Therefore, I have to use other less direct indicators to proxy the quality level of higher education.  One indicator is given by market forces:  Which is the country of choice of hundreds of thousands of students from around the world pursuing higher education overseas?  The U.S. is, by far, the country of choice, not without competition, however.  Furthermore, this competition seems to be growing.  Even though the U.S. hosts 30% of all international students, close to 600 thousand, the U.K. with fewer students has a far better relative measure of choice when we measure the number of foreign students as a proportion of all university students in the host country: 3.7% in the U.S. against 10.1% for the UK (OECD, 2004c) Although the best mark is for Australia with 17.7%. 

Another possible indicator driven by the quantity and quality of supply can be given by studying and comparing factors of the host universities’ strengths and weaknesses, such as quality of faculty, quality of alumni, distinctions, publications, etc. This is an imperfect and rather static view of the world of international higher education, but it is an additional piece of information to draw a more complete picture of the international higher education market.  The Institute of Higher Education of Shanghai Jiao Tong University has compiled many indicators of universities around the world.  They have developed a list of top 500 universities by chunks of 100, and by clusters of regions (world, Latin America, Europe and Asia-Pacific).  Within the top 100 list, the U.S., ranks with 8 of the top ten; 17 of the top twenty, 35 of the top fifty and 51 of the top one hundred.  There is still another widely used ranking of universities produced by the Times Higher Education Supplement. In this ranking among the top100
universities, the U.S., ranks with 7 out of the top ten, 11 out of the top twenty, 20 out of the top fifty and 35 out of the top 100. The next high ranking country is the UK with, 2 out of the top ten, 4 out of the top twenty, 8 out of the top 50 and 14 out of top100.  There is no Mexican university in either list among the top 100 universities.
Bilateral collaboration in education: Think small grow small
There are no milestones in the history of the US - Mexico cooperation in education.  There are very few institutional, framework understandings or agreements of collaboration between the two countries.  However, these framework understandings are declaratory more than mandatory. One of the reasons is the asymmetric institutional arrangement in education in each country.  Education policy and the education system in Mexico is highly centralized whereas in the U.S. it is decentralized.  Therefore, the national departmental authority in education in Mexico, Secretaría de Educación Pública (SEP), does not really have a counterpart in the U.S.  The SEP in Mexico is far more powerful, in terms of policy and budget control than the federal Department of Education (DOE) in the U.S.  One consequence of this asymmetry is that the U.S. – Mexico institutional relationship in education is rather fragmentized and aimless.
Nevertheless, there are a couple of institutional or framework understandings between the U.S. and Mexico, which by the way, predate the Fox and Bush eras.  There is virtually nothing new, other than very incremental intentions of collaboration.  One of those agreements, the most overarching one, is the Memorandum of Understanding on Education signed in its Spanish version on August 8th 1990. This Memorandum has been prorogated every two years.  The last agreement to continue with such cooperation was signed on November 9th, 2004, for the 2004-2006 extension.  The other understanding was signed on November 27th 1990 for the establishment of the so-called Fulbright Commission, but in legal terms the U.S. – Mexico Commission for Educational and Cultural Exchange, known in Mexico as the Fulbright – García Robles Commission. However, this understanding and its subsequent memorandums to amend or grant international organization status to the Commission under the Mexican laws, is far too small and far too focused in its operation to be considered as a truly binational education agreement.
The rest of the cooperation in education between the two countries has to be dug out from many sources. I will refer to this further below.

A word or two about the only two framework memorandums signed under the Fox era.  Regarding the first Memorandum, the one signed on August, 1990, has been prorogated through Annexes. The Annexes signed under the Fox government are virtually the same documents as the ones signed on May 18th, 2000, the last Annex signed under Zedillo’s government.  The wording is the same, the structure is the same and the length and depth are almost the same. There are very few noticeable changes from one version to the next. One of the main changes in the 2002-2004 versions in relation to the 2000-2002 version is that the new Annex includes a one, two or three-word heading at the beginning of each paragraph. Other changes include small extended definitional references to the Migrant Education Program, to technology education and to the acknowledgement of the Fulbright Commission as an instrument of cultural and educational exchange. The new Annex substitutes CONALEP for the “Universidades Tecnológicas” (A two-year postsecondary education college), which is ironic since, as I will show later, most of the institution-to-institution signed collaboration between the US and Mexico has been shaped by CONALEP’s agreements with community colleges.   Summing up, the wording is more intentional than practical; the goal is more declarational than binding and the funding is left to the ordinary budgets and good will of whoever is in office.

The 2004-2006 Annex VIII to the 1990 Memorandum, signed just a few weeks ago (November 9th, 2004) is nothing but the same. The incremental change between this new Annex VIII and Annex VII is so small that it makes no shift or improvement at all in the overall education cooperation between the two countries.  This new Annex mentions, for the first time, the “Programa Binacional de Educación Migrante” [Binational Migrant Education Program] and “la Semana Internacional de la Educación” with no other reference to them.  The Binational Migrant Program was not born as a purposive program between the two federal governments but by “a group from California” working with migrant students (DOE 2005a). This group evolved into a California Binational Program and then over time into the Binational Migrant Program.  One additional change in this Annex VIII is the acknowledgement, once again, of the work of the Fulbright Commission, this time in the arena of language teachers’ exchange. That is all.
In the higher education realm, the most celebrated and overarching institutional collaboration between the two countries is so small and, in some cases, unnecessary, that it does not really help to advance the U.S. Mexico collaboration. The so called Fulbright – García Robles Commission, best known in the U.S. as the Fulbright Program is not large enough to impact the relationship between the two countries.  CONACYT, the Mexican Science and Technology Commission, does much more in terms of U.S. - Mexico collaboration, in terms of students and faculty sponsorship and exchange than the one done by the Fulbright García Robles Collaboration. This argument is discussed and documented in detail in Andere (2004).

The rest of the cooperation between the two countries is very limited or declaratory or based on agreements between institutions, i.e., state agencies, schools or universities. The SEP portal lists 46 memorandums, agreements, letters of intentions or collaboration between institutions in Mexico and institutions in the U.S. 17 of those documents are celebrated with Texas institutions or agencies, nine with California, seven with Arizona, two with Florida, Louisiana, and New Mexico, and one with Carolina, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Milwaukee, and Pennsylvania.  At least, half of those documents are signed or celebrated with CONALEP, SEP or “Universidades Tecnológicas” for cooperation with or at the community college or technical level education; there are three agreements signed with school districts, L.A. California, School District number 299 in Illinois, and Deming Public School District in New Mexico.  There are two agreements signed by state governments, Sonora and Puebla, and the rest are either signed by SEP or SEP related agencies or state universities.  Whether this is a complete list of all signed collaboration or not is difficult to say.  However, this is the public record of agreements as published by SEP Mexico. The fragmentation in the education relationship is a reflection not only of the asymmetries between the negotiating agencies or institutions involved, i.e., Mexico’s federal agencies SEP vis-á-vis a range of federal, state and local U.S. agencies and institutions, but also from the unstructured array of areas or instruments of collaboration so broadly defined in the 1990 Memorandum of Understanding on Education and its Annexes.  To make the issue more complex and less structured, the fragmentation is also derived from an ever changing agenda of topics and priorities included in each U.S. Mexico Binational Commission meeting celebrated each year since 1981 alternately in Mexico city and Washington D.C. A sample of this array of topic and institutions may be seen in a document released on November 12, 2003, by the U.S. State Department (2005) about the working group on education.
On the U.S. side, the story of the recorded terms of the collaboration between the two countries as registered and published through the portal of the two federal agencies involved in international education is less structured than SEP’s presentation.  For instance, the DOE highlights as a program of collaboration the “Program for North American Mobility in Higher Education” which is a trilateral program among Canada, Mexico and the United States. This program has funded 30 (DOE, 2005b) “consortia” projects since 1995 until 2003, i.e., three projects per year, or so.).  In a different address, as seen above, they also highlight the Binational Migrant Program and the Fulbright-Hays Program.  This latter one operates more or less under the same guidelines as the Fulbright program but managed by the DOE rather than by the State Department, as it happens with the Fulbright Program in broader terms. 
The US-Mexico collaboration in education and human capital development is very poor.  Perhaps the Bush-Fox innovation in human capital development comes in a chapter of the action plan of the so called Partnership for Prosperity (P4P), a non-agency initiative launched at the end of 2001.  Like the rest of the ideas or initiatives launched under different administrations and by different offices, this initiative will last until the administrations move out of office.  This initiative sponsored by the staff offices of the White House and Los Pinos coordinates more than creates, and channels more than organizes the efforts already done by many different agencies and institutions among the two countries.  For example, in the section of human capital of the action plan of the P4P, the partnership “identifies” projects or initiatives already in place and designed and implemented by institutions that have been promoting exchanges or research or collaboration for many years, i.e., CONACYT, USAID, or ongoing bilateral interagency collaboration between the two programs.  This will lead us more or less to the same type of cooperation in education we have been seeing for many decades.  So I do not think that P4P will score a definite and significant new achievement in the realm of education or human capital collaboration between the two countries.
All in all, the collaboration in the realm of education and human capital has not, in any sense, mimicked other types of collaboration between the two countries such as trade, financial, and tax information collaboration and most recently security collaboration.

In no way has the U.S.-Mexico -or to that extent, the North American- alliance outgrown into other areas of collaboration such as education.  In no way has the trade and investment relationship evolved into a human capital collaboration, not even preoccupation.  In this respect Europeans have done much more. They have invested in institutional education collaboration and have done it for years.
Socrates is the name of the largest umbrella program for European education collaboration.  The Socrates budget for 2000 – 2006 is 1, 850 million euros. Socrates operates through different programs such as, among others, Comenius for compulsory education; Erasmus for higher education; Grundtvig for adult education; Minerva for information and communication technology education, and Arion for group visits of education experts and decision makers from different member countries to a specific country to study and exchange ideas, experiences and benchmarks.  This is a well established, purposive program, which has grown over time and has specific goals, strategies and institutions working together year after year with an education and cultural focus. Eurydice, a part of Socrates too, is an independent network of country units coordinated by a central European unit located in Brussels with the purpose of gathering, compiling and processing information on European education systems, policies, institutions and laws. We, in the U.S.-Mexico Bilateral relationship or to that extent in the North American or American alliances, do no have to copy from or mimic the Europeans, but we may learn from their experience, failures and successes. We may very well have an aimed collaboration; we may very well think big and reach high in human capital development.
Policy actions
What the two countries are doing in education is far from enough and is not producing any tangible results.
Drawn from the short and fragmented history of education collaboration and the great potential in both countries I will outline some policy actions in five different segmented topics or areas.  Mexico and U.S. policy makers may begin by giving serious thought to the issue of human capital development in a bilateral, trilateral or regional fashion.  Policy makers from both sides have to take a decision about the importance of bilateral education collaboration.  They must think in terms of the long term benefits of an organized binational (trilateral or regional) institution or arrangement, well-funded to carry out the strategic terms of the collaboration in education and human capital development in the following five areas: Information, compulsory education, migrant education programs, higher education and accreditation and research and development.
We may mimic or not the institutions developed by the Europeans, but we have to recognize the need for an institutional build up.  We may choose to follow a different path. The one followed so far, creating programs and projects as we go, without any vision, teleology or positive and forward collaboration in the realm of human capital, will take us nowhere.
We need, first of all, to get information about our systems, our flows, our successes, failures and potentialities.  The Europeans have developed Eurydice, an institution which puts together information about the education systems of the two countries, keeps updated all sort of legal codes and organizations and regulations about the countries which participate in the program.  Researchers, but most importantly, policy makers, need information of this sort not only to frame research but to advance collaboration and learn from each other’s countries by benchmarking, in policy making and institutional development.
We need to strengthen the cooperation at the compulsory or school level of education.  Very little has been done here and the challenge is huge.  Mexico and the U.S. are very low performers in compulsory education if we use PISA 2000 and 2003 as good indicators of performance.  Even here the U.S. outperforms Mexico. Nevertheless, the proximity of the two nations, the relative similarities in distribution of income, and education performance makes this area a huge area of collaboration.  The U.S. has a large Spanish speaking population and Mexico is vowing its need for a bilingual (Spanish-English) instruction in all programs.  The U.S. can benefit from Spanish teachers and Mexico can benefit from English teachers but in a large-scale exchange.  There is here a huge multiplying effect in this type of programs.  Each school teacher exposed to an exchange program not only accrues to its own human capital stock but also to the community they serve.  If the exchange is positive, and most of exchanges are successful, the potential externalities of the exchange are large.  These externalities are in the form of direct school to school collaboration between students, teachers and parents.  Most of the time, these new exchanges, are financed by the schools and the parents.  Another benefit from this type of exchange is the cross-cultural learning at grassroots: teachers will be teaching about the culture of the hosting country with a personal, on-site exposure; and teachers will learn it, and pass it on, to colleagues and students. Today, programs of this sort are run by organizations such as the Fulbright Program, the Migrant Bilateral Program and some institution to institution arrangements with schools and districts such as the ones mentioned above, but much more has to be done.  First of all, the exchanges ought to be related to the overall human, cultural, and training abilities of exchanging teachers.  These exchanges or training should be arranged not only under the narrow aim of language training or language exchange:  In addition, more has to be done in terms of numbers.  The exchanges today are minimal. Therefore, they do not really have any impact.  In this respect, we have to learn here from the designs of programs like Arion and Comenius.
The migrant connection between the U.S. and Mexico is a reality. Therefore, the collaboration in this field, in many areas, is a logical consequence.  Education is not the exception.  And although the logic here is more related to a binational migration problem rather than to an educational in nature, it has to have the attention of multi-agency collaboration, i.e., Gobernación y Educación in Mexico and Home Land Security and Education agencies in the U.S. The ongoing collaboration embraced by the Binational Migrant Program should continue although revised in a strategic way for long-term action and results.
Higher education has been the jewel of the crown so far, not without debate, however. The debate springs from a very theoretical and descriptive approach to the study of education and growth.  The main question is: To what extent should the governments of either countries (or any country) devote taxpayers’ money to finance higher education studies? This topic is widely discussed in Andere (2004).  Those who support the idea of government involvement in higher education do it so under the grounds of externalities brought about by a knowledge society.  Those who oppose talk of it in terms of the private benefits of higher education outweighing the social benefits investment in education.  The issue is not settled yet.  However, there seem to be agreements that for countries such as the U.S. and Mexico, with so skewed distribution of income and so low performance in school education, from the quality point of view, the externalities of education will be larger if the scarce taxpayers’ moneys are invested in lower levels of education rather than higher, university studies.  The overwhelming private finance of the US international market of higher education corroborates this assertion.  There is also an international trend to move from scholarships to loans for higher education.  Therefore, the suggestion for policy makers would be to readdress the goals of large or small exchange programs managed with public funds towards basic education collaboration.  The role of governments in this area is to facilitate the exchange, to expedite paperwork and visa permits, to increase information and to assure institutional collaboration.  Governments should not be financing (as in sponsoring) students to attend Ivy League or high ranking universities; they should facilitate the collaboration but not to subsidize university students under the rhetoric of collaboration.  Instead, governments should use these scarce resources to be funneled into areas where the collaboration would not exist at all if the financial support is not there. This is teacher and school collaboration; information networks, and paperwork reduction.  Let the private market take care of the finances of international higher education.  When I asked in Korea about the programs for the Korean students to study university or degree programs overseas the answer was: there are none, families or students pay for themselves.  Why should the government pay a university student to go abroad?
Research and development, although crucial for development, is not crucial as a tool of collaboration policy.  Joint research and development takes place already between the two countries, even through governmental sponsorship.  Again, this is something that may respond more to the logic of science and company development.  Both governments have already policies and institutions to develop science and to foster technology from a unilateral perspective.  Agencies such as CONACYT or the National Science Foundation (NSF), directly or through organizations such a, the U.S.: Mexico Foundation, already design and implement binational and international programs to finance or facilitate scientific collaboration and exchange.  These agencies, together with some specialized foundations or research and development projects or units, have a built-in interest to promote the collaboration when necessary.  Furthermore, these agencies have far more resources than the resources that can be put together by agencies working on the international or binational logic only, such as foreign ministries or education agencies from the two governments.  Instead, the governments should promote the exchange of information, the creation of research networks, but the “market” may very well take care of this sector by itself.
Finally, governments should take their hands off the design e implementation of collaborative programs.  They should facilitate the institutional arrangements to generate collaboration but in no way become part of the design, evaluation, and assessment team of programs or scholarships granting public money.  If they want to get involved they should do so through an independent, ad hoc, institutional arrangement, such as a binational education program or agency, with technical and budgetary real autonomy.  Experts in this program should decide about the use of funds and the projects and people granted those funds, under a strategic plan to improve the U.S. Mexico relationship through human capital development.  In a way, this will be an independent organization, and not only a mere scheme which articulates unilateral efforts, but rather a purposive program in a true partnership for education.
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