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In the summer of 2001, a study was conducted to explore whe-
ther a set of personal and institutional characteristics facilita-

te collaboration between Mexican and U. S. Institutions of Higher 
Education (IHEs). Higher education collaboration takes many for-
ms including joint research projects, degree programs, and develop-
ment of courses and programs. Collaboration also includes distance 
education programs, multinational student cohort-based programs, 
and faculty and student exchanges. Other types of collaboration 
include shared faculty appointments, placement services, and joint 
development and technical assistance programs (Ganster, 1997: 1-
10; Klasek, 1992: 108-128; León-García, Matthews, & Smith, 1999; 
Santillánez, 1995). It was important to investigate the existence of 
a set of personal and institutional characteristics that facilitate co-
llaboration between Mexican and U. S. IHEs since the number and 
importance of these efforts has increased since the ratification of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, especia-
lly in the México-US border region (Gill & Álvarez de Testa, 1995; 
León-García, Matthews, & Smith, 1999; Ponton, Ganster, León-
García, & Marmolejo, 1997; Weintraub, 1994). The study was also 
needed because without knowing whether there were personal and 
institutional characteristics that facilitate collaboration, the efforts 
would likely be ineffective if occurring at all. This paper provides 
some background relevant to higher education collaboration, the 
methodology used in the study, and its results. The paper then con-
cludes with some recommendations based on the study.

Background on Collaboration

NAFTA as a Catalyst of Collaboration
NAFTA is a treaty between Canadá, México, and the United Sta-
tes to integrate their economies (Browne, Sims, & Barry, 1994; 
Raat, 1996). However, NAFTA has become more than an econo-
mic agreement given that increased social, cultural, and political 
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gan (Browne, Sims, & Barry, 1994). Integration has been evident 
in increased collaboration between Mexican and U. S. businesses, 
governments, non-profit organizations, and IHEs (De la Garza & 
Velasco, 1997). In business for example, the US-México Chamber 
of Commerce sponsored the “Good Neighbor” program in which 
Mexican and U. S. business college students participate in an in-
ternship exchange. This program was started in 1995 and primarily 
benefits business college students near the border (Marmolejo & 
León, 2000). In government, the Mexican and U. S. governments 
created the US-México Binational Commission that addresses a 
wide variety of border issues such as business, cultural and educa-
tional exchange, the environment, infrastructure, law enforcement, 
and public safety. Accomplishments by the commission include the 
construction of international bridges and sewage treatment plants, 
formal information exchange between law enforcement agencies, te-
chnical assistance programs, amending treaties to protect endange-
red species and establishing binational parks and protected lands (U. 
S. State Department, 1997). In the non-profit sector, Mexican and 
U. S. health, social action, human rights, and environmental groups 
have collaborated widely and effectively according to De la Garza & 
Velasco (1997). One example is the US-México Border Philanthro-
py Partnership (BPP) which is a “cross-border, binational collabo-
ration of a group of funders and group of community foundations” 
whose mission is to “improve the quality of life of low-income com-
munities along the U. S.-México border” (2007). The BPP fulfills its 
mission by strengthening community foundations and promoting 
philanthropy in the border region. From its inception in 2002 to 
now, 22 border community foundations, 12 regional, national, and 
international funders, and the Synergos Institute have formed the 
partnership. Together, they have mobilized $15 million dollars to 
strengthen border community foundations and over $3 million in 
local philanthropy for border communities. The partners have also 
created a network centered on peer learning to leverage more funds. 
In addition, the BPP has established six foundations in border com-
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munities that previously did not have one and they have improved 
the capacity of 13 foundations to serve their respective communities 
(2007).

Lastly, Mexican and U. S. IHEs have collaborated in a variety of 
ways as mentioned above. Examples include the Border Partners for 
Action (Border PACT) which in 1999 began providing financial su-
pport to collaborative efforts along the border in many areas inclu-
ding health, immigration, special education, and water, among others 
(Consortium of North American Higher Education Collaboration, 
2000: 2). Other examples include the partnership between the Uni-
versity of Arizona in Tucson, Arizona and the University of Sonora in 
Hermosillo, Sonora to provide health education to residents on both 
sides of the border (Rubin, 1997: A52). Also in the area of health, 
the University of California in San Diego, California; the San Die-
go Community College District also in San Diego; the Autonomous 
University of Baja California in Tijuana, Baja California; the Univer-
sidad IberoAmericana (Iberian-American University) also in Tijuana, 
and government agencies and private groups on both sides of the bor-
der developed the “Integrated Cross-Border Healthcare Education 
and Leadership Network.” The goal of the network was to develop a 
program to improve the quality of health care in the San Diego/Nor-
thern Baja California region (Robson, 2001). Another example was 
a partnership between the San Diego Community College District 
in San Diego, California, and the Tijuana area technical schools in 
Tijuana, Baja California in which the San Diego Community Co-
llege District trained Mexican instructors in mechanics, fire fighting, 
and police protection (Rubin, 1997: A52). Yet, another example is 
the collaborative effort between the Maricopa Community College 
District in Tucson, Arizona, and the University of Veracruz in Jala-
pa, Veracruz. These two institutions collaborated in small business 
development and disease prevention (Association Liaison Office for 
University Cooperation in Development, 2000). Yet, another example 
was the US-México Teacher Exchange Program at the University of 
Texas at El Paso in El Paso, Texas. This program paired school dis-
tricts from both sides of the US-México border and provided training 
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in technology and teaching strategies, arranged site visits, and spon-
sored information exchange forums (Canales, Gómez, & Villanueva, 
1995). Collaboration between México and the US has had important 
impacts on both countries including a greater interdependence bet-
ween border communities, sharing of resources, and improved rela-
tions (Herzog, 1995: 176-189). Aside from NAFTA, there are several 
reasons why Mexican and U. S. IHEs collaborate.

Rationale for Collaboration
There are general reasons why IHEs collaborate internationally, and 
there are specific reasons why Mexican and U. S. IHEs collaborate. 
In general, IHEs collaborate to increase mutual understanding and 
cooperation between nations through knowledge of different coun-
tries and the ability to communicate in other languages (Overton, 
1992: 164-176). IHEs also collaborate to reduce ethnocentrism, make 
cultural research more applicable, and increase discussions about cul-
ture (Brislin, 1993). In fact, according to the most recent data availa-
ble, over 200,000 U. S. college students studied abroad in academic 
year 2004/2005 (Institute of International Education, 2006).

Mexican and U. S. IHEs share some reasons for collaboration and 
there are reasons that are specific to each nation. Some of the reasons 
why Mexican and U. S. IHEs collaborate are because they face some 
of the same issues such as autonomy and accountability, individual 
and community needs and benefits, quality and access, and compe-
tition for limited resources (Gill & Álvarez de Testa, 1995). Another 
shared reason is to work towards academic integration which calls for 
“improving student employability, strengthening the curriculum, and 
adding value to the academic experience” (León-García, Matthews, & 
Smith, 1999: 8).

For Mexican IHEs, collaboration translates into improvements to 
the educational system, which is vital for México’s economic potential 
(Crane, 1997: 26-30; De los Reyes, 1997: 96-104; Statland de López, 
1996: A39). Improvements to the Mexican educational system are es-
pecially critical given that Mexican IHEs have had to respond rapidly 
to México’s industries’ globalization and modernization. The globa-
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lization of México’s industries in turn has compelled Mexican IHEs 
to prepare their students for a multicultural and multilingual work 
environment (Statland de López, 1996: A39). Mexican IHEs have 
also sought collaboration to provide doctoral training for their facul-
ties (León-García, Matthews, & Smith, 1999) because as of 1999 only 
11% of their full-time faculties had doctoral degrees (Asociación Na-
cional de Universidades e Instituciones de Educación Superior, 2000) 
compared to 60% of U. S. faculties (National Council of Educational 
Statistics, 2004).

U. S. IHEs collaborate with Mexican IHEs and with other IHEs 
as a way of sharing limited resources and simultaneously decreasing 
their dependence on federal and state funding, which is critical gi-
ven that public funding for higher education has been restricted and 
unpredictable (Heller, 2001). Furthermore, U. S. higher education has 
faced greater competition for funds from other services (Zusman, 
1999: 109-148). For example, from 1986-1987 to 1996-1997, while 
the national average change in share of state budgets for higher educa-
tion decreased 13.8%, it increased 96.1% for Medicaid and 26.7% for 
corrections (Mumper in Heller, 2001: 39). A host of other challenges 
exist to collaboration.

Challenges to Collaboration
While there is a need for México-US higher education collaboration, 
there are also many challenges. One of those challenges is the marked 
differences between the Mexican and U. S. higher education systems 
(Klasek, 1992: 108-128; Smuckler, 1993: 167-178). Evidence of such 
differences includes the facts that the US has had significantly more 
institutions, students and faculty (Levin, 1998). According to the Car-
negie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the US had over 
4,000 institutions as of Fall 2004, while México had just over 2,000 
in the 2005-2006 academic year (Secretaría de Educación Pública, 
2007). And, while the US had 17 million college students in the Fall 
of 2004 (Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Whitmore, 2006), México had near-
ly 2.5 million in academic year 2005-2006 (Secretaría de Educación 
Pública, 2005-2006). Another difference is that Mexican higher edu-
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cation curricula are more focused toward professions as opposed to 
the U. S. curricula which generally incorporates some liberal arts to its 
professional curricula. Yet another difference is that while U. S. hig-
her education is generally under the jurisdiction of individual states, 
Mexican higher education is greatly influenced by its national gover-
nment through funding (Marmolejo & León-García, 1997: 17-30). 
It should be noted that Mexican higher education offers very little 
in terms of two-year degree programs (Marmolejo & León-García, 
2000). Aside from the differences between the two systems, the list 
of additional challenges is long: lack of financial support because of 
other institutional and societal priorities in both countries (Smuckler, 
1993: 167-178); language barriers (León-García, Matthews, & Smi-
th, 1999); lack of incentives for faculty members to initiate binational 
collaboration (Carter, 1992: 39-51); and the reliance on individual fa-
culty members and departments rather than involving a broad base of 
support, which would include administrators and community mem-
bers (Smuckler, 1993: 167-178). In 1997, Bosworth, Collins, and Lus-
tig (1997) also noted that some Mexican and U. S. citizens are highly 
nationalistic and have little interest in integration beyond economic 
integration. The above challenges pose the question of the prospects 
of collaboration.

Improving Prospects for Collaboration
Some literature suggests how the prospects of collaboration can be 
improved. One recommendation is for IHEs to include cross-cultural 
competence as a criterion for hiring, tenure, and promotion (Carter, 
1992: 39-51). Cross-cultural competence is “the ability to think, feel, 
and act in ways that acknowledge, respect, and build upon ethnic, so-
ciocultural, and linguistic diversity” (Lynch and Hanson, 1998). Ca-
nales, Gómez, and Villanueva (1995) asserted that an understanding 
of the educational systems of México and the US and the linkages 
within and between them is essential for effective collaboration. Other 
authors argued that knowledge of the structures of Mexican and U. S. 
higher education systems must exist, and collaboration partners should 
have knowledge of the major issues important to the Mexican and U. 
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S. educational systems (Ewell & Kent, 1995; Gill & Álvarez de Testa, 
1995). Deresky (1997) pointed to several personal and institutional 
characteristics to enhance binational collaboration such as effective 
conflict resolution, patience, adaptability, flexibility, cultural awareness, 
strong personal relationships, and political awareness across nations. 
Although, the previously mentioned authors suggested characteris-
tics that would facilitate international higher education collaboration, 
none had been tested in the field with the academics involved in these 
efforts. To address this gap in the research, the following methods 
were used in the current study.

Methodology

Delimitations
The study included a number of key delimitations. First, it focused 
on collaboration between México and the US, specifically those in 
the border region. Although, there are different ideas as to what is 
considered the México-US border region, for the purpose of the study, 
it was defined as the geographic area encompassing the six Mexican 
states of Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo León, Sonora, 
and Tamaulipas and the four U. S. states of Arizona, California, New 
Mexico, and Texas (Raat, 1996). Second, although academics on both 
sides of the border are equally important to successful partnerships, 
the study centered on U. S. border academics due to limited resources 
and time constraints. Again, for the purpose of the study, academics 
were defined as higher education faculty and administrators. Third, 
the study was concentrated solely on academics at public universities 
due the very different natures between public and private universi-
ties. The study focused on universities without including community 
colleges due to their very dissimilar missions. Fourth, a personal cha-
racteristic was defined as one that a person participating in a colla-
borative effort possesses. An example of a personal characteristic was 
an individual’s fluency in English and Spanish or his or her personal 
understanding of a certain issue. Lastly, an institutional characteristic 
was defined as one that involved two or more people or elements of an 
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IHE. An example of an institutional characteristic would be structural 
characteristics of collaboration or upper administration’s involvement 
in a collaborative effort.

Research Design
A questionnaire was developed guided by literature on México-US 
and North American higher education collaboration, and internatio-
nal education. A group of six U. S. border academics at public border 
universities, who had experience and had written about México-US 
collaboration, were asked to provide feedback on the questionnaire to 
ensure face validity. These experts were identified during the literature 
review of the study. They were researchers, administrators, faculty, and 
consultants in higher education, especially international education. 
Besides their knowledge on the topic of the study, the experts also 
came with backgrounds in higher education and business administra-
tion, cross-cultural communication, and bilingual education, among 
others. Some of the experts had also worked with Mexican govern-
mental agencies and non-profit organizations.

The questionnaire was designed to find personal and institutio-
nal characteristics that facilitate México-US collaboration. The sta-
tements in the questionnaire reflected the personal and institutional 
characteristics that served as the dependent variables for the analysis. 
The questionnaire was made available through the Internet and U. S. 
mail. Potential participants without an electronic mail address were 
sent a questionnaire via U. S. mail. Of the 243 academics that were 
invited, 107 or 44% of them participated in the study. Texas was the 
U. S. border state with the greatest participation in the study with 
36%, followed by California with 27%, Arizona with 21%, and New 
Mexico with 16%.

The study’s population was public university academics who wor-
ked in the U. S. border states and had participated in a collaborative 
effort with a Mexican IHE between 1996 and 2001. Potential partici-
pants were obtained from the directories of the Association of Inter-
national Education Administrators, the Association of International 
Educators, and the Consortium for North American Higher Educa-
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tion Collaboration. It was necessary to use these directories because 
at the time of the study there was no inventory of México-US hig-
her education collaborative efforts or a directory of their participants 
(Marmolejo & León-García, 2000).

Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to treat the 
study’s data. Descriptive statistics were used to categorize and sum-
marize the data (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994) as well as to present 
the profile of the study’s participants. Frequency distributions were 
the descriptive statistics that were used. The t-test was the inferential 
statistic that was used to test whether the hypothesized personal or 
institutional characteristics could be generalized to the study’s popu-
lation (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994). An alpha level of .05 was set 
for all t-tests. While the methodology may be perceived as simple, the 
research was inevitably exploratory in nature given that no empirical 
research was found on the particular focus of the study, therefore one 
could not assume that seemingly obvious characteristics such as En-
glish-Spanish bilingualism would be supported by U. S. border acade-
mics involved in collaboration with Mexican IHEs.

Results

Background Information
As mentioned previously, different demographic data of the partici-
pants was solicited to provide a profile of the participants. The majo-
rity of the participants were Anglo (65%), over 30% were Hispanic, 
and less than 5% identified with another ethnic or racial background. 
Approximately 40% of the participants indicated that they spoke and 
read Spanish fluently, but only 30% indicated that they wrote Spanish 
fluently. The majority of the participants (58%) lived less than 200 
miles away from the México-US border while the remaining (42%) 
lived over 200 miles away.

Over 64% of the participants had five or more years of experience 
collaborating with Mexican IHEs. The top four types of collaboration 
that participants had experience with included student exchanges, 
faculty exchanges, joint research projects, and joint academic cour-
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se offerings. Participants were able to choose more than one type of 
collaboration, and many had experience in more than one type. Fifty 
percent of the participants had collaborated in the academic areas of 
science, math, engineering or technology, while education, health, and 
human services were the next most chosen areas of collaboration.

Personal and Institutional Characteristics
Participants were asked to rate the level of importance they attached 
to the hypothesized personal and institutional characteristics. Table 
1 below shows which characteristics were statistically significant and 
those that were not. Statistical significance, as given by the t-test in 
Table 1, meant two things: (a) the sample population believed the 
characteristic to be important to collaboration with Mexican IHEs, 
and (b) the results from the sample were statistically representative of 
the hypothesized population.

Table 1. Perspectives on Personal and Institutional Characteristics
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Personal Characteristics Statistically 
Significant

Being proficient in English & Spanish Yes
Being able to resolve conflicts effectively Yes
Understanding the structure of the Mexican higher education system Yes
Understanding the major issues of the Mexican higher education 
system

Yes

Understanding the Mexican political system and how it affects its 
higher education system

No

Understanding and respecting the Mexican culture Yes
Understanding institutional policies regarding international education 
collaborative efforts

Yes

Knowledge of various funding sources for international education 
collaborative efforts 

Yes

Being in continuous contact with Mexican colleagues during a 
collaborative effort

Yes

Using the latest technology (Internet, e-mail, etc.) Yes
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As Table 1 shows, there was only one personal and one institutional 
characteristic that did not meet the criteria of statistical significance. 
The rest of the characteristics that were significant can be summarized 
as commitment and cross-cultural competence. For each of the cha-
racteristics above, t-tests were used to test the statistical significance. 
Each of the characteristics had the following scale: (a) strongly agree, 
(b) agree, (c) disagree, and (d) strongly disagree. Each choice from the 
scale was assigned a number: strongly agree = 4, agree = 3, disagree = 
2, and strongly disagree = 1. Therefore, the t-statistic examined whe-
ther the mean response was significantly greater than 3. The resul-
ting t-statistics and p-values are shown in Appendix A. There was not 
enough support to suggest that knowledge of México’s political sys-
tem and the system’s effect on higher education was a concern for the 
study’s population, nor that the participants believed that numerous 
people must be involved in a collaboration to make it successful. These 
results suggest that the political system may provide some context to 
collaboration, but that it does not have a direct impact on the results of 
collaboration. In addition, it is likely that individual or small groups of 

Institutional Characteristics Statistically 
Significant

Having a collaborative effort in which the participants frequently visit 
each other’s institutions

Yes

Having a collaborative effort in which the chief executive officers of 
the participating institutions are personally committed 

Yes

Having a collaborative effort in which the participants share common 
goals

Yes

Having a collaborative effort that is continually evaluated and 
modified by its participants

Yes

Institutions and participants making a multi-year commitment to a 
collaborative effort

Yes

Having a collaborative effort that involves many people No

Having collaborative efforts that are mutually beneficial to 
institutions and participants

Yes

Having financially stable collaborative efforts Yes

Table 1. Perspectives on Personal and Institutional Characteristics
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faculty or staff in U. S. institutions conduct partnerships with Mexican 
IHEs and generally do not solicit involvement across departments or 
many other individuals throughout their campuses.

In order to provide participants an opportunity to elaborate on their 
perspectives regarding the personal and institutional characteristics, a 
comments section was included in the questionnaire. The comments 
reinforced the findings in Table 1 but also presented other characte-
ristics that were not addressed in either the literature review or the 
questionnaire. For example, participants stressed the importance of 
trust, respect, patience, and flexibility in initiating and implementing 
collaboration. Although the Mexican political system was not a con-
cern, some comments did indicate that it is important to understand 
the political, social, and economic aspects of particular issues that are 
relevant to collaboration. In light of these comments, it is possible 
that the question on the Mexican political system was too broad. The 
results led to other conclusions and recommendations.
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Conclusion

Collaboration between Mexican and U. S. IHEs need to draw on 
institutional strengths and fulfill critical needs to be successful. For 
example, a major goal of the Mexican higher education system is to 
increase the number of its faculty members with graduate degrees. U. 
S. institutions have the expertise to provide this training. Collabora-
tion that provides graduate opportunities to Mexican faculty mem-
bers has been successful and will continue to be successful precisely 
because institutional strengths and needs are addressed on both sides 
of the border. For the U. S. higher education system, internationalizing 
its students and academics in light of globalization remains a vital is-
sue for which Mexican IHEs can provide avenues to build upon.

Perhaps the biggest challenge to successful collaboration is the ele-
ment of time. The study’s participants indicated, both quantitative-
ly and qualitatively, that the collaborative process requires long-term 
commitment because success does not occur quickly. This long-term 
commitment requires continuous contact, which strengthens personal 
and professional relationships. It is the strength of the relationships 
that determines how the participants will confront resource challenges 
and cultural misunderstandings. Cultural issues were also of particular 
interest in the study, specifically the understanding and respecting of 
the Mexican culture and English-Spanish bilingualism both of which 
also require time.

Ultimately, successful collaboration between IHEs is worth the 
effort, as the benefits flow from the institutions into their respective 
societies. Although, the study obtained perspectives from U. S. border 
academics, the following recommendations based on the literature re-
view and the study’s results, may be useful to academics on both sides 
of the border. While some recommendations may seem simplistic, 
their implementation in many cases is far from reality:

1. Discover and pursue mutually beneficial goals such as the sha-
ring of resources and increased understanding between the 
two systems of higher education and societies.
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2. Develop, select, and promote cross-culturally competent aca-
demics.

3. Provide incentives to encourage collaboration due to the ex-
tensive time commitment needed.

4. Create awareness about collaboration among top administra-
tors whose support is needed to make such efforts successful.

5. Provide or facilitate training on the Mexican and U. S. higher 
educational systems and their major issues.

6. Emphasize patience, adaptability, flexibility, trust, and respect 
in academics interested in collaboration.

7. Make readily available information on possible funding sour-
ces and the institutional policies pertinent to international 
education on the Internet and at multiple campus sites and 
share the information on a regular basis to academics.

8. Facilitate continuous contact between academics across the 
border by funding regular site visits and making the latest 
communications technology accessible to them.

9. Build in sufficient resources to implement effective collabora-
tion and evaluation of such efforts in order to sustain them for 
long-lasting positive impacts.

The following are recommendations for future research:

1. Due to limited resources and time constraints, the study was 
limited to academics from U. S. border public universities. 
However, future research may include the perspectives of U. S. 
border academics from various types of public and private insti-
tutions, including community colleges, liberal arts colleges, and 
universities. It may also be useful to compare the perspectives 
of academics from the different types of institutions. It may be 
possible that implementation of collaboration differs substan-
tially across types of institutions. Furthermore, future research 
can compare the perspectives between administrators and facul-
ty that are involved in collaborative efforts. It may be possible 
that administrators and faculty view collaboration differently.
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2. Again, the study was limited to the perspectives of U. S. border 
academics. However, future research can attempt to obtain the 
perspectives of Mexican border academics involved in collabo-
ration with U. S. IHEs. For example, a study can be conducted 
to compare the perspectives of Mexican and U. S. academics 
on the personal and institutional characteristics of the current 
study.

3. The current study was limited to México-US border colla-
boration. However, future research can attempt to discover 
personal and institutional characteristics that facilitate colla-
boration involving all of Canadá, México, and the US in both 
binational and trilateral collaboration. Such research can also 
compare the perspectives of academics from each of the na-
tions to analyze whether there are significant differences bet-
ween the academics. Furthermore, such research may provide 
insight as to whether binational collaboration continues to be 
more prevalent than trilateral collaboration. Lastly, such re-
search can compare the perspectives of academics involved in 
binational collaboration as opposed to those involved in tri-
lateral collaboration to analyze whether there are significant 
differences.

4. Future research may assess the degree to which academics in-
volved in North American higher education collaboration have 
demonstrated cultural flexibility. Cultural flexibility is defined 
as changing one’s behavior to meet the demands of situations 
found in another culture (Brislin, 1993). Cultural flexibility is 
important to analyze because national cultures affect profes-
sional practices to a point that some practices that are accepta-
ble in one culture may not be acceptable in another (Hofstede, 
1995: 150-165). For example, a professional practice accepted 
in the Mexican culture is that a personal commitment to an 
individual can form the basis of a business agreement (De-
resky, 1997). However, in the US, a personal commitment is 
insufficient for a business agreement, instead written contracts 
are the norm. The proposed future research could attempt to 
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determine whether Canadian, Mexican, or U. S. professional 
practices are more prevalent. The proposed research may sug-
gest that academics involved in collaboration are adapting to 
the Canadian, Mexican, or U. S. culture or that a North Ame-
rican culture of collaboration is evolving; one that combines 
all three. However, it is equally possible that the academics are 
not demonstrating cultural flexibility and instead continue to 
use their own national professional practices.

5. Future research may evaluate the status, success, and benefi-
cial impacts of collaboration between Canadá, México, and 
the US. Such research can inquire as to the different types 
of collaboration that is occurring in North America, to what 
extent involved academics believe that their efforts have been 
successful, and what, if any, have been the beneficial impacts of 
collaboration.

6. Due the very different nature of the business, government, and 
non-profit sectors, future research may analyze México-US 
collaboration in each of these sectors. Such research may wish 
to explore the personal and institutional characteristics that 
facilitate implementation in each of these sectors.

In sum, the acceleration of globalization has many implications. 
Thurow’s (2003) work strongly points to the economic, social and 
cultural ties that accompany globalization. Governmental ties, such 
as those exemplified by NAFTA will only increase over time, and the 
current study shows that México-US higher education collaboration 
is a growing phenomenon that will rise in importance as commu-
nication systems advance and distance becomes trivial. México-US 
collaboration is of joint interest and can be of mutual benefit to both 
nations. Although, the current study discussed what U. S. border aca-
demics can do to improve collaboration, these insights are applicable 
to Mexican border academics as well. By seriously considering the 
results and recommendations of the study, academics on both sides of 
the border can move toward the benefits of globalization rather than 
resist its challenges.
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Appendix A
Resulting t-statistics and p-values
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Personal Characteristics t P
Being proficient in English & Spanish 6.24 .00005
Being able to resolve conflicts effectively 8.98 .00005
Understanding the structure of the Mexican higher education 
system 6.38 .00005

Understanding the major issues of the Mexican higher education 
system 4.06 .00005

Understanding the Mexican political system and how it affects its 
higher education system 1.59 .06

Understanding and respecting the Mexican culture 18.44 .00005
Understanding institutional policies regarding international 
education collaborative efforts 7.03 .00005

Knowledge of various funding sources for international education 
collaborative efforts 4.38 .00005

Being in continuous contact with Mexican colleagues during a 
collaborative effort 8.45 .00005

Using the latest technology (Internet, e-mail, etc.) 4.80 .00005
Institutional Characteristics 
Having a collaborative effort in which the participants frequently 
visit each other’s institutions 6.28 .00005

Having a collaborative effort in which the chief executive officers 
of the participating institutions are personally committed 7.66 .00005

Having a collaborative effort in which the participants share 
common goals 12.90 .00005

Having a collaborative effort that is continually evaluated and 
modified by its participants 5.86 .00005

Institutions and participants making a multi-year commitment to 
a collaborative effort 6.76 .00005

Having a collaborative effort that involves many people -4.14 .00005
Having collaborative efforts that are mutually beneficial to 
institutions and participants 15.09 .00005
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