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Acknowledging that North-South research networks can easily spiral into what
Loren Landau refers to as “tyrannies of partnerships” – exacerbating inequalities
they seek to reverse and disadvantaging research partners and stakeholders – this
literature review examines the extent to which global research partnerships are/can
be transformative (Landau 2012). It is written in support of the first phase of the
initiative between the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) and the
Local Engagement Refugee Research Network (LERRN) that aims to develop
sustainable localized refugee research. One of the objectives of the first phase of
the project is to map out literature exploring challenges that research partners face
and the lessons they present as recommendations for other existing and/or new
networks. This literature review presents three main findings.

This dynamic suggests that incorporating a southern partner, while glossing over
the politics of inclusion and empowerment, should not be presented as an end in
and of itself. Instead, forming a partnership with a southern partner needs to be
framed as a first step towards a mindful, ethical and equal partnership.

It shows that logics of inequality and practicality, neocolonial tutelage and language
play a major role in turning well-intentioned partnerships into tyrannies.

Finally, this review echoes the need to move beyond the North-South divide.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

First, it demonstrates that despite the genuine interest in including and
‘empowering’ research partners in the global south, global research partnerships
reincarnate neocolonial dynamics of inequality and “scientific colonialism”
(Binka 2005: 207).

Second, this review examines some of the challenges that existing research
partnerships have been navigating over the past two decades.

Third, it explores different pathways for change as recommended by literature
demonstrating that partnerships can be transformative. 
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This literature review frames the debates in
the literature within Penny Weiss’ vision and
list/action-plan to influence social change. It
brings her recommendations in conversation
with discussion in the literature on global
partnerships and research collaborations.
Weiss asks researchers, who desire to bring
about social change, amongst other
stakeholders, to: 

While Weiss’ list is concerned mainly and
broadly with social change, it offers a
pathway of possibilities for research on global
partnerships. It is methodologically useful to
ground the guidelines for transformative
global partnerships on forced migration –
developed by Landau, Canefe, Kneebone,
Giles and Dippo, Sanchez-Mojica, Clark-Kazak
and McGrath –within Weiss’ reflections. Doing
so achieves two methodological goals. The
first is that it reminds different stakeholders
in these partnerships of the broader reason
why these collaborations were initiated to
begin with: to impact and influence (social)
change in practice and policy for the
betterment of living conditions for refugees
and a for a more publicly and politically
engaged academic writing (McGrath and
Young 2019: 1). The second methodological
goal that a grounding in Weiss’ reflections
achieves is one of the major
recommendations in the literature: a
conversation that is interdisciplinary and that
bridges the gap between the academic
communities and other communities whose
participation is vital to the sustainability of
these global partnerships and the well-being
of refugees (Landau 2019; Canefe 2019;
Kneebone 2019).  In terms of relevance,
Weiss’ list can be useful to all partners in the
global partnerships.

INTRODUCTION

Be flexible1

6

Use Multiple—Even Seemingly
Contradictory—Tactics Together2

7

Don’t Jump to Conclusions About
Your Opponents [in this context,
southern/northern partners] 

3

8

Understand Connections,
Relationships, Coalitions 4

9

Be Vigilant

Follow the Path of Least Resistance 

Make and Nurture Connections 

Learn New Tricks from Everyone
You Can 

Be Creative 

Pay Attention to Context 

5

10

Weiss 2013, 134-145
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Bradley identifies four types of partnerships
and seven partners in the literature: 

scholars to be “vigilant,” to resist, “to learn tricks,”
work with their opponents, and use multiple and
contradictory strategies (Weiss 2013: 142-6).
However, despite these tensions and
antagonisms, Weiss still envisions the possibility
of a collaboration that can bring about social
change which is why she asks scholars to be
flexible, to understand and nurture meaningful
and mindful relationships and collaborations
and to push for (social) change. This push and
pull also implicitly underlie the relationships
between global partners and is further
unpacked by literature on research
partnerships.  

This literature review is structured around this
tension. It is broadly concerned with the
question: To what extent are global partnerships
transformative? It starts with a section
identifying the purpose behind establishing
global partnerships. Then it shifts to review the
literature on the challenges that partnerships
face, when trying to meet their purpose. It
grounds this discussion within the literature on
the global north-global south divide. Finally, it
directs the focus to the lessons learnt and what
literature has proposed to overcome different
challenges. In structuring the literature review
around and beyond the tension presented by
Weiss, multiple possibilities for future research
are further explored in the conclusion. This
literature review is written and presented in
support of phase one of the IDRC-LERRN
initiative/project to “develop a plan to support
sustainable, localized research capacity to better
influence discussions on refugee issues in local,
national, regional and global contexts” (LERRN
2019). The review is part of the mapping phase
that identifies recent debates, findings and
recommendations in the literature that the
project can use to build new and support
existing localized and sustainable research
capacities. 

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

Partnerships between individual
researchers/research teams (potentially

including community members) brought
together to carry out a specific project 

Capacity-building partnerships (no
direct research component) (may be 

University chairs 

North-South research networks
(formal and informal)

focused on individual or institutional levels,
e.g. institutional twinning) 

These partnerships, according to Bradley, are
initiated, sustained and developed by/between: 

However, while useful to all partners,
underlying Weiss’ list is an assumption that
there is a tension and a hierarchical relationship
between the partners involved. Landau
uncovers a similar tension as he argues that
“power imbalances are intrinsic to every social
relation” (Landau 2019: 25). These tensions or
“imbalances” are the reason why Weiss asks 

Bradley 2007: 13

Bradley 2007: 5

1.Individual Southern and Northern
researchers 

2.Southern and Northern research teams 
3.Southern and Northern research

organizations (universities and NGOs,
particularly think tanks) 

4.Communities directly affected by the
research issue 

5.Policymakers (local, national and
international) 

6.International organizations 
7.Donors (bilateral donors, foundations,

etc.)

1

2

3

4
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The term North-South predominantly
marks/refers to the geographical divide
between the global north which represents
the “richer countries” and the global south
which represents the “poorer majority of
countries” (Binka 2005: 207). As a result of the
historical economic inequalities underlying
the term and the ‘reality’ it describes and is
associated with,

This automatically instigates a tension where
particular roles and expectations are ascribed
to the north and the south, which underlies
and informs how their ‘partnership’ proceeds.
In addition to the tension, the term also
instigates a conceptual hierarchy and a
paternalistic logic that obscures and reframes
the debate from ‘actual’ historical
asymmetries and power inequalities that
went beyond the perceived child-like traits
ascribed to the global south (Barnett and
Finnemore 1999; Barnett 2011; Said 1977).

Bradley traces the academic turn to study
North-South research partnerships in the
field of international academic development
to the 1970s highlighting that there was
‘moderate’ progress until the 1990s marked
an increase in the interest in the nature of the   

collaborations, the challenges faced and the
steps for going forward, which culminated in
Gaillard’s 1994 partnership guide (Bradley
2008; Zingerli 2010: 221). A significant
proportion of these studies were in the
sciences and in the field of education and it
also (simultaneously) transcended into
development, as an interdisciplinary field
(Lansang and Olveda; Maina-Ahlberg et al.
1997; Costello and Zumla 2000; King 2007).
The transition into the field of forced
migration was yet to be taken. Chimni, taking
issue with the north-south divide, explains
how the field was largely occupied with the
new approach and the myth of difference and
as a result overlooked other major
conversations such as the turn to form and
study research partnerships (Chimni 1998).

In the realm of policy and practice, in a 2008
United Nations (UN) report, the authors
establish that “a global network must operate
primarily for the empowerment of its
southern membership” (Boano and Addison
2008; McGrath 2019: 289-9).

the global north is often
presented as the donor
whereas the global south is
parochially perceived, framed
and engaged with as the
beneficiary. 

This empowerment,
according to the report, is
achieved when “structural
equivalence” is maintained 
between all members and when the
network is participatory and primarily
reflective of grassroot efforts and goals.

1. GLOBAL PARTNERSHIPS: REASONS 
AND RATIONALES 

Boano nd Addison 2008; McGrath 2019: 299.

Binka 2005: 207
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A decade later, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) issued a
discussion paper under the Global Compact
on Refugees (GCR) presenting findings and
recommendations that are not radically
different from those in the 2008 report. The
2018 paper recommends that the interests of
scholars from the global south be well
supported. Similarly, it emphasizes that this
goal needs to be achieved through equitable
engagement and ethical participation (UNHCR
2018; McGrath 2019: 299). 

In this sense, networks and partnerships,
according to the UN are to be mobilized
towards incorporating southern partners
through ethical, equitable and collaborative
activities (McGrath 2019: 297-9).

This vision was not diametrically different
from how literature in the field of forced
migration envisioned research partnerships
between the global north and the global
south. The purpose of research partnerships
and networks, according to McGrath and
Young, is to produce and disseminate
knowledge in two ways. 

The social change that Weiss envisions and
that is pursued in this context is “wide-
ranging and progressive impact on refugee
research and policy” locally, regionally and
globally (McGrath and Young 2019: 2). These
partnerships are designed to promote just
and equitable relationships and connections
in the field between scholars from the global
north and their counterparts in the south
(McGrath and Young 2019: 3). Giles and Dippo
add that these partnerships and cross-
disciplinary connections embody engaged
scholarship where “knowledge gained about
displacement [is turned] into knowledge
transformation of both students and
teachers” (Giles and Dippo 2019: 87). The
literature shows that research partnerships
are not exclusive to scholars, but they also
are expected to be pedagogically effective, to
be policy reflexive and to contribute largely to
the wellbeing of the refugee communities
with whom they work. 

Giles and Dippo further argue that “a
successful partnership can support and meet
different goals for the partners, but that
success is contingent on the partnership
valuing this diversity of goals” (Giles and
Dippo 2019: 89). This diversity also manifests
itself through regionality or the call for “more
branches and less roots” (McGrath 2019: 299). 

Knowledge is expected to be “accessible
to multiple audiences,” achieving policy
reflexivity and relevance, and it has to be
ultimately geared and contributive to
“the well-being of refugees” (McGrath
and Young 2019: 1).

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

The partnership, according to the
report, has to be “built upon already
existing relationships between
institutions and individuals” (UNHCR
2018; McGrath 2019: 299). It should not
strive to start from scratch or reshape
these relationships. Instead, it is
advised to support, nurture, and
strengthen already existing networks
in a complementary manner 

UNHCR 2018; McGrath 2019: 298-9)
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In his critique, Landau explores the
reproduction of power-relations through an
analysis of the neo-imperialist, paternalistic
and the scholarly motivations underlying the
partnerships. He looks at how partnerships
might be geared to identify possible
“migration prevention interventions” (Landau
2019: 25). Other partnerships, that are more
critical of neo-imperial motivations, aim to
reverse that by “enabling marginalized
partners to shape a global research agenda”
(Landau 2019: 25). However, he cautions
against them unconsciously falling into a
paternalistic trap (Barnett and Finnemore
1999; Barnett 2011; Said 1977; Landau 2019:
25).  He makes the distinction that despite the
gains and “benefits,” of partnerships between
the global north and the global south, and
teaching collectives, they come at a cost,
where the “imbalances can be acute” (Landau
2019: 25). He calls for the reshaping of
partnerships where a dual imperative is
achieved.   

The GCR echoes this in paragraph 43 as it
calls for efforts to be “made to ensure
regional diversity and expertise from a broad
range of relevant subject areas” (UNHCR
2019: 1 para. 43).

Landau contributes another layer to the
purpose behind research partnerships. He
asserts that these collaborations may
unintentionally “legitimize the presence,
perspectives, and budgets of relatively
empowered scholars and institutions”
(Landau 2019: 25). Avoiding this outcome is
dependent on scholars in the partnership
being cognizant of their privileges and of the
power imbalances implicit in the
collaborations they form, gearing their work
and efforts “towards equity in ways that
erode long-standing structural and
institutional constraints” (Landau 2019: 25).
Speaking to this issue, two of the four ethical
challenges that Gombert, Douglas, McArdle,
and Carlisle identify in their study on the
ethics of refugee research are the issues of
trust and power-relations. While they focus
particularly on the dynamics of inequality
reproduced between researchers and
refugees, building/establishing trust and
being aware of the power-relations
reproduced are significantly important for an
ethical partnership between global north-
global south research networks. 

The purpose of partnerships, according
to the literature, is not to create one-
size-fits-all solutions/recommendations
but rather to acknowledge diversity of
partners, the tensions between the
different partners – particularly those
trapped in the global north-global
south divide – and the diversity of their
goals, expectations and interests. 

This “means confronting the political
economy of knowledge production and
recognizing the limits of scholarship in
achieving changes in policy and practice,”
which should give partnerships their
transformative edge (Landau 2019: 36). 

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020
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This section groups the literature under three
overarching themes.

It can be evidently argued that the aims of
these partnerships genuinely seek a
transformative outcome and that neither the
vision for nor the purpose of research
partnership, presented above, are intrinsically
problematic. Researchers and research
institutions in the north envision a global
partnership that is inclusive and representative
which means that the partners are selected
“across the so-called north/south divide, with
different resources and capacities.” While this
selection should contribute to an inclusive
dynamic, McGrath and Young, in their
assessment of the progress that the Refugee
Research Network (RRN) achieved, add to
Landau’s critique and argue that RRN might
have (unconsciously) created a dynamic where 

researchers in the global south “risk being
“simply producers of data for the theory mills
of the North” (McGrath and Young 2019: 5,
Appadurai 2000: 5). 

One of the major issues is that despite the
genuine belief in partnership and the attempt
to bridge the gaps between the global north
and the global south, the underlying
dynamics of these partnerships subliminally
silence research in the global south that is not
relevant for policy in the global north. This
silencing is inherently problematic but also
costs the research team potential areas for
transformative research from which the field
could benefit. 

This review agrees that “however well
meaning, research partnerships also come
with substantial risks of heightening
inequality and becoming complicit in global
strategies of migrant containment,” which is
one of the realities they are trying to reverse
(Landau 2019: 26; McGrath and Young 2019:
3; Barnett and Finnemore 1999). Another
reason why this literature review starts with
an analysis of purpose and rationale is
because it evidently shows that despite the
compassion implicit in the purpose behind
the partnership and commitment to the
vision of social change, the outcome is largely 

2. GLOBAL PARTNERSHIPS: 
CHALLENGES AND TENSIONS

power asymmetries underlying the
logics of partnership.

This hierarchy/power asymmetry
is exacerbated by global north
donors, who determine the
research agenda to fit global
north policy (and interests).

the (neo-)colonial tutelage that
subliminally shapes collaborations
between the north and the south.

the logistical challenges that
linguistic barriers pose. 

2.1  POLITICS OF PARTNERSHIPS

1

2

3

McGrath and Young 2019: 2; Bradley 2007; Landau 2012

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

The first explores what Landau cautions
against:

The second theme studies:

The third looks at: 
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determined by a power imbalance implicit
and intrinsic in every social relation – an
imbalance of which partners must be
cognizant (Weiss 2013). This awareness is
even more critical when literature shows that
in some contexts, even if the partners are
cognizant of the power asymmetry and
effectively trying to reverse it, it may still
subliminally reproduce itself in multiple forms
(McGrath and Young 2019: 5, Appadurai 2000:
5; Landau 2019: 25). 

Bradley shows how funding is mobilized by
donors, who are likely to be based in the
north, to exert “indirect influence over
agenda-setting processes … [to meet donors’]
programme priorities” (Bradley 2008: 675).
Literature has also shown that under
conditions of emergency, and in precarious
situations where funding is scarce and where
it is challenging to run the partnership
logistically and administratively (in places of
conflict and mass violence/political unrest), it
is significantly challenging to maintain an
equitable relationship where the northern
partner trusts and delegates equally to the
southern partner.

Zingerli contributes another significant
reason why power asymmetries are
reproduced. She argues that part of the
problem lies in how scholars and
practitioners in the field conceptualize and
frame research partnerships. 

This is a powerful and necessary distinction
because it suggests that if they are framed and
mobilized as such, which literature shows is
the case, they risk the reincarnation of existing
power inequalities, even if they are cognizant
of these asymmetries. Zingerli presents an
argument that has been subject for debate for
decades on the question of quotas and
activism partnerships as remedies for the
politics of exclusion (Beckwith 2005; Mouffe
1997; Krook 2008; Bush 2011; Vickers 2006;
Hogg 2009).

Another example of how power asymmetries
reincarnate themselves is how dynamics of
asymmetry remain implicit in how some
authors are writing about global partnerships.
For instance, Landau explores and prescribes
the needed steps for a serious responsible
effort in “building African capacity” (Landau
2019:36). However, these steps gloss over the
fact that there is an African capacity, already
existing. It does not need building. It needs to
be recognized on its own terms. 

She cautions that “research partnerships
are not an easy remedy for inherent
asymmetries and inequalities” (Zingerli
2010: 222).

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

The power asymmetry might be
implicated in other challenges that
make it difficult for northern and
southern partners to achieve what they
strive for and simultaneously dismantle
the hierarchy, bridging the gap
between them. These include
“insufficient funding, administrative
hiccups, shifting interests, or an ill-
informed choice of partners” (Landau
2019: 25).
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Scholars interested in establishing these
partnerships are presented with a challenging
tension and an ethical task: to investigate
how to establish partnerships without
reincarnating asymmetries and violence in
both writing and in practice. 

Even though these scholars make necessary
distinctions, the literature reviewed in this
section does not provide empirical analysis of
the implications and the day-to-day
navigation of these asymmetries and
structural violence. In her recommendations,
Weiss asks the less privileged partner to use
multiple, contradictory tactics to achieve the
desired change, suggesting the possibility of
conflict and ‘resentment’ between the
partners. This recommendation redirects the
focus of this section to identify other
challenges that partnerships face, when the
research partner in the global south does not
trust their ‘counterpart’ in the global north.

In other contexts when the research partner
from the global south internalizes the feeling
that they are not an equal partner but rather
an add-on, they may only share
information/findings that they know the
northern partner wants to hear to maximize
on their gains from the partnership, because
they know it is not an equal partnership and
that it will not bring about their vision of
desired change (Haggerty 2004; Halse and
Honey 2005).

Furthermore, the tension could arise because
researchers in the global south view
themselves as gatekeepers which can
constitute a hindrance, when they “see
themselves as refugee protectors—from
outsiders and from institutional practices and
forms of power that would do them harm”
(Gifford 2013: 51; Sørensen, and Glasdam
2016). This role creates a dual tension. In
presenting themselves as the community
gatekeepers, researchers in the global south
contribute positively to the partnership as
they bridge the gap between academia and
the community. They are likely to understand
and represent the community better than the
global north partners especially as the
refugee members of their community may
feel more comfortable about participating
(Bloch 2004). However, this role also means
that sometimes, refugee communities lose
the space to voice their needs when they are
trapped between a northern partner who
knows it is more dominant and strategically
important because it has access to funding
and a southern partner that presents itself as
the gatekeeper and the community
spokesperson (Marmo 2013: 96;  Obijiofor,
Colic-Peisker and Hebbani 2018: 222).

They could show the same response if both
partners are on the state’s radar and could be
harmed (Fujii 2012; Guillemin and Gillam
2004). 

Similar to refugee participants/subjects,
researchers from the global south may
also be “reluctant to share information,”
if they mistrust the partner from the
global north. They may also be reluctant
to engage fully if they are working under
precarious security conditions where
they are subject to state violence and
know that their northern partner is only
there to excavate and mine knowledge
while not being on the state’s radar.

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020
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The literature reviewed in this section
explored the how power asymmetries shape
the partnership and how these inequalities
present researchers with day-to-day ethical
challenges that they have to navigate.
However, none of the articles/texts so far
situate the discussion in a historical analysis,
particularly one that looks at how
(neo)colonialism decisively shapes how power
impacts global north-global south
partnerships. The following section turns to
explore the literature that uses
neocolonialism in its conceptual framework.
While recognizing the major differences in the
literature on neocolonialism and
neoliberalism, methodologically, both are
grouped under one section, because of the
scarcity of literature on neocolonialism.  

While Appadurai’s analysis offers new
pathways for understanding collaboration
under the conditions of globalization (and
neoliberalism, although not explicitly
mentioned), it does not directly speak to the
area study of forced migration specifically and
it glosses over the colonial tutelage
underlying the notion of globalization. Canefe
situates the discussion within an analysis of
how neoliberalism and the human rights
discourse shapes partnerships and
neocolonial conceptions of justice and
collaborations that aim to empower
researcher capacities in the global south. 

Gregory makes a similar argument as he
studies how neocolonialism impacts
knowledge production (Gregory 2004). Binka
examines how research collaborations and
partnerships between the global north and
the global south are often perceived as
“scientific colonialism” where researchers in
the global south have a minimal role in
shaping the research agenda or contributing
findings that are of relevance to the
objectives as set by the northern partner
(Binka 2005: 207).

Appadurai situates research and academic
imagination, as a “force in social life,” and
capacities for partnerships within the larger
context of globalization and northern
development agencies (Appadurai 2000: 2).
He urges scholars to move beyond academic
imagination as “a matter of individual genius
[or] escapism from ordinary life,” but rather
as “a faculty that informs the daily lives of
ordinary people” (Appadurai 2000: 2).
Appadurai asks “[d]oes Northern aid really
allow local communities to set their own
agendas?” (Appadurai 2000: 6). He analyzes
the politics of collaboration, arguing that
“critical voices who speak for the poor, the
vulnerable, the dispossessed, and the
marginalised in the international fora … lack
the means to produce a systematic grasp of
the complexities” and inequalities implicit in
globalization (Appadurai 2000: 18).

2.2 NEOCOLONIAL TUTELAGE

.........She argues that despite recurrent

.........calls for a more locally rooted and
politically engaged approach to
rebuilding “capacities,” internationally
funded transitional justice projects …
remain heavily influenced by … [a]
neoliberal mindset spiced with a tinge of
neocolonialism and a dash of old-
fashioned Orientalism”.   

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

– Canefe 2019: 54
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Schmidt and Neuburger assert that “North-
South partnerships and participation thereby
rather become a label of a rhetorical
modernisation and legitimization of action,
while a prevailing postcolonial, hierarchical,
academic knowledge order is preserved”
(Schmidt and Nueburger 2017: 67). Rizvi,
Lingard and Lavia offer a more situated
argument as they study how education and
other knowledge production sites act as a
double edged sword where they can be
complicit with the neocolonial status quo
(neoliberal order) reproducing Eurocentric
discourses and language, and at the same
time, offer an opportunity to resist, rewrite
and emancipate knowledge from the tutelage
of the neocolonial (Rizvi, Lingard and Lavia
2006). Cognizant of this tension, Giles and
Dippo emphasize the importance of
understanding and presenting the

“in relation to the historical legacy of
colonialism” (Giles and Dippo 2019: 93). This
understanding manifests in a “learner-
centered” approach, which places the global
south partner in the center of the project. The
project is also geared towards a “curiosity-
driven curriculum that includes local,
traditional, and scientific/academic knowledge,
a participatory, inquiry-based engaged
pedagogy, and an approach to course design
and assignments that emphasized “purpose-
ful activity” (Giles and Dippo 2019: 93). With
these commitments, the BHER project
attempts to resist the reincarnation of
neocolonial discourses and agendas.

However, despite its promising commitment to
learner-based and engaged pedagogy, one of
the other major challenges that the BHER
project and other similar projects face is
language Obijiofor, Colic-Peisker and Hebbani
2018: 217). Mackenzie, McDowell and Pittaway
argue that dilemmas arise predominantly
because of the cultural and linguistic
differences between the researchers and the
participants. (Mackenzie, McDowell and
Pittaway 2007; Obijiofor, Colic-Peisker and
Hebbani 2018: 220). While they particularly
focused on the research dynamics between
global north researchers and non-English
speaking refugee communities, literature has
suggested that this issue also implicates global
southern research partners.

The challenge that language poses manifests
itself in a myriad of ways. First, linguistic
barriers can make it difficult to establish
effective communication. Dubrowski and
Norcéide argue that valuable time was lost
during their exchanges due to translation and
the communication problems that arose as a
consequence (Kinnard 2016: 8). Mackenzie et
al. assert that in some instances, “weak
translation,” which is when interpreters and
“cultural insiders” (unconsciously) influence the
data collected by reproducing their prejudices,
can undermine and compromise the quality of
the research and its findings (Mackenzie,
McDowell and Pittaway 2007: 304; Obijiofor,
Colic-Peisker and Hebbani 2018: 220).
Ganassin and Holmes argue that there are
significant implications in the collapsing of
cultural meaning through inequivalent words
or phrases (Ganassin and Holmes 2013). 

2.3 LANGUAGE (AND CULTURE) 

BHER
Borderless Higher Education

for Refugees partnership

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020
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recommendations are likely to “get
overshadowed by global perspectives,” which
compels them to delegate their voice to
partners in the global north (Landau 2019: 32).

Furthermore, language can be complicit in
logics of inequalities. In most partnerships,
English is the language of instruction and
communication. Obiiiofor, Peisker and
Hebbani analyze the multitude of challenges
involved in “partnering for refugee research—
working with ‘industry partners’ and bilingual
assistants as ‘cultural insiders’” (Obijiofor,
Colic-Peisker and Hebbani 2018: 218). They
engage with Lawrence, Kaplan, and
McFarlane’s recommendation thatIn their respective studies, Marmo and

Gombert et al. assert that  the logic of
universality – particularly the universal
guidelines that shape the interaction between
researchers, participants or partners in this
context – subliminally reflects Western
conceptions of the ethical and the universal,
including what constitutes as “globally legible”
(Landau 2019: 27). Western conceptions of
the universal, which are communicated in
English, are said to help stakeholders avoid
fragmentation of voice and language and
provide the needed universality and
uniformity of claim. These conceptions shape
the interaction, the dynamics of the
partnership and the outcome. As a result,
“the worldviews of many cultural and ethnic
groups may … not necessarily [be] taken into
consideration” because they are too
particularistic and are communicated in
fragmented language that will not help the
partnership secure the required funding to
maintain the survival of the partnership
(Marmo 2013; Gombert et al. 2016).
Researchers in the global south often cannot
“package” their work or findings in “shiny,
cleverly, packaged solutions” and their
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Jacobsen and Landau suggest that
questionnaires that are translated
should be translated to English, even if
this is not the language it was
conducted in, for “linguistic
equivalency” and accurate translation
(Jacobsen and Landau 2003: 193).
Another way language can be a barrier
to a transformative collaboration or
partnership is that “in most cases…
northern partners become the voice for
southern actors whose language is too
fragmented and particularistic to be
globally legible” (Landau 2019: 27).

respecting cultural and
linguistic differences has to
come first because “failing to 

navigate it successfully may translate as
lack of respect and prevent building
rapport with respondents” 

Obijiofor, Colic-Peisker and Hebbani 2018: 220;
Lawrence et al. 2013

In terms of practice, Giles and Dippo reiterate
Dyrden-Peterson’s conclusions in the 2011
UNHCR report where she argued that “in
contexts of forced migration where the
language of home and the host community is
different, the language of curriculum,
instruction, and examination is often
politically and culturally contentious and a
challenge to achieving positive learning
outcomes” (Drydsen-Peterson 2011; Giles and
Dippo 2019: 95). Language may be a barrier
to accessibility, limiting benefit of the
partnership to a particular (elite) audience,
which is why the RRN emphasized the
importance of having a website that is
accessible in five languages, as one of its main
strategies (McGrath and Young 2019: 7). 
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Similarly, to overcome accessibility and
linguistic barriers, the BHER project
recommends working towards a bilingual
curriculum and a cooperation/action plan
with universities regarding the language in
which the BHER courses are delivered. Clark-
Kazak calls for the development of a
“comprehensive research and evaluation
training program” that includes all
stakeholders: university, community and
government. Simeon studies how the
Canadian Association of Refugee and Forced
Migration Studies (CARFMS)’s Online Research
and Teaching Tools and Practitioners Forum
(ORTT&PF) called for highlighting the
educators’ efforts “by posting their
publications on the ORTT&PF website,”
organizing a symposium to share the
developments in the field and publishing an
“edited volume, based on the best papers
delivered at our proposed annual
symposium” (Simeon 2019: 164). Clark-Kazak
recommends the formation of a collective
where annotated bibliographies and
literature reviews that identifies the gaps, are
collected and made accessible “in an edited
volume and/or special journal issue” (Clark-
Kazak 2019: 283). The Emerging Scholars and
Practitioners on Migration Issues (ESPMI)
Network calls for developing “a directory of
migration-related education programs and
courses” which will make comprehensive
information about ESPMI courses accessible
to a wide range of audience (Wheeler and
Molnar 2019: 227). 

When evaluating and assessing whether a
partnership is transformative and whether it
meets its objectives/purpose, Koehn and
Obamba urge scholars and practitioners to
move beyond quantitative and qualitative
metrics and instead evaluate the extent to
which the partnership is built on a shared
vision and a shared commitment to the
partnership’s objectives (McGrath and Young
2019: 8). They recommend that collaborators’
consider “relationship dynamics, mutual
capacity building and [measures of and
commitment to] sustainability” when
evaluating the effectiveness of the
partnership (McGrath and Young 2019: 8).
Sustainability in particular is one of the
pivotal ‘decisive’ shapers of partnerships.
Literature emphasized the importance of
sustainability in 1994, in 2008 in the Boano
and Addison Report and it remains even
more relevant today. It is recommended that
research partnerships institutionalize
mechanisms that can sustain the outcomes of
the collaboration after the partnership ends
(Binka 2005: 208; Gaillard 1994: 2; Swiss
Commission for Research Partnership with
Developing Countries 2000). However,
southern partners have to navigate ongoing
collaboration with caution because it can
create a path dependency, if the partnership
was established on exploitative terms.  

3. MOVING FORWARD

Literature envisions that
through opening publication
and accessibility of findings
to all levels amongst all
partners, research partners 

can overcome some of the deeply
entrenched structural barriers.
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This suggestion is significant because it shifts
the partnerships from being global south
oriented to global south centered. Moreover,
investing in an already existent research
project is more likely to yield a positive
outcome, because even if said project is not
successful yet, it already identified what is not
working for this project (as opposed to
starting from scratch, and falling into the
same mistakes that the existing projects
cannot overcome given logistical constraints).
Small scale projects also achieve what Landau
refers to as living “within our means” (Landau
2019: 38). He asserts that smaller projects are
cost and time effective, because they “require
less ongoing participation” (Landau 2019: 38).
This gives southern partners the opportunity
to work on other projects as well. It
strategically prevents the cooptation of either
partners’ time and/or resources.

He argues that “the close connection of policy
and the field” limits the pool of resources, the
connections and the impact of the project,
reproducing the hierarchies of knowledge
production that the partnership is trying to
reverse (Landau 2019: 37). He stresses the
importance of establishing connections with
practitioners outside the field and consulting
them when faced with technical and logistical
challenges (Landau 2019: 37). 

To establish and maintain ethical and
transformative partnerships that do not
exacerbate inequalities or reinforce the
asymmetries underlying the global north-
global south divide, Landau provides scholars
with eight “practical steps” (Landau 2019: 37). 

He reiterates that scholars often assume that
their partnerships can largely influence policy
and practice, which results in them burdening
themselves and local scholars, especially
given the financial and logistical constraints
governing the partnership. He argues that
small steps offer them a better starting point.
He also argues that in focusing on small scale
steps, the southern partners will not be
burdened with the high expectations
motivating the northern research agenda.
However, he dismisses the shortcomings of
focusing on small steps, which is foundational
in literature on development and aid-work.
One of which is that small steps often
instigates a checklist, where scholars become
too focused on a to-do list of ‘small-scale,’
steps to take and, which diverts their
attention from the bigger picture and
romanticizes the process of small-scale
achievements. 

Nevertheless, Landau’s emphasis on small
steps is still valuable to the debate. The
Nairobi Report’s suggestion that “small-scale
collaborations can be the base for broader
projects” (Landau 2019: 37). 

The first advice is to “take
small steps wisely” (Landau
2019: 37).

The second advice that
Landau gives is to “open the
gates” (Landau 2019: 37).
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that are not restricted to one
field/network/space which brings all
stakeholder one step closer to their shared
vision for social change. 

He criticizes the absence of transparency and
accountability from the onset of some
projects under the guide of “political correct
language of partnership” (Landau 2019: 37-8).
He blames this absence on the lack of a
critical evaluation of the resources to which
each partner has access and the objectives
that they want to achieve through the
partnership. He emphasizes the importance
of each partner defining “their roles from the
beginning” (Landau 2019: 38). If these roles
have not been defined, he recommends that
partners walk away from projects where their
objectives are not met, as opposed to
maintaining the collaboration and securing
partial gains. Landau shows that maintaining
a partnership where partners are burdened
and overwhelmed working on a project that
does not reflect their interests drains
resources and reproduces inequalities. This
conclusion speaks directly to Gaillard’s 12
principles, which are published as the Swiss
Commission for Research Partnership with
Developing Countries guidelines and
presented in the literature as the “charter” of
North-South partnerships (Binka 2005: 207).
Gaillard emphasizes the importance of
transparency as the “golden rule” (Gaillard
1994; Binka 2005: 208). 

These connections are particularly important
because even though scholars may know how
to navigate some of these challenges, other
potential stakeholders – such as project
management practitioners, soft-ware
engineers and/or social media experts – may
provide valuable insights and highlight what
scholars and policy makers may not prioritize.
Canefe reinforces this point by mobilizing a
similar argumentative logic, asserting that it is
necessary to bring the fields and practitioners
of transitional justice and forced migration in
conversation (Canefe 2019: 45). She shows
how combining both fields’ approaches to
displacement helps in locating multiple
possibilities. Kneebone, similarly, emphasizes
the importance of cooperation beyond
research institutions. She argues that
research networks should bridge the gap
between academia and advocacy through
“workshops and direct engagement with
refugee advocacy groups” (Kneebone 2019:
81). Wheeler and Molnar also speak to the
theme of opening gates, as they highlight the
importance of broadening the “geographic
(not only the disciplinary) scope of
membership and increase multi-perspective
knowledge production” (Wheeler and Molnar
2019: 227). They also call for developing and
sustaining “new research clusters to foster
critical reflection and innovation in migration
studies” (Wheeler and Molnar 2019: 228).
Clark-Kazak, similarly, calls for the broadening
of ethical guidelines to include what lies
beyond the Canadian context, particularly the
International Association for the Study of
Forced Migration (IASFM) (Clark-Kazak 2019:
283). In calling for broadening and opening
the gates, the literature emphasizes the
significance of what Weiss refers to as
establishing connections and relationships 

Thirdly, Landau asserts
that “fences make good
neighbours” (Landau
2019: 37).
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reputations and integrity … [as] more
important than funding,” which significantly
shapes the dynamics of the relationship
between the northern and the southern
partners (Bradley 2008: 679). 

One of the other important
recommendations that Gaillard makes is the
importance of equal participation. 

Landau reiterates that in his critique of how
senior partners may have monopolized
research in some contexts. He calls for the
participation of “early career scholars”
arguing that this will diversify, “replenish,” and
multiply the research (Landau 2019: 39). He
asserts that “care must also be taken as such
arrangements are potentially paternalistic
and risk creating imbalances where senior
scholars in the north are working with less
established scholars elsewhere” (Landau
2019: 39) While this collaboration is valuable,
it overlooks power inequalities between
global south scholars, collapsing them into a
uniform group. Nevertheless, while Gaillard
and Landau do not deliberately make that
distinction, their advice to “replant and
replenish” can still be used to navigate the
tensions between southern scholars who
belong to different, sometimes contradictory,
political factions and represent different
interests (Landau 2019: 39).

He urges partners to share their objectives,
their vision for the project and developments
in the research (Gaillard 1994: 2; Swiss
Commission for Research Partnership with
Developing Countries 2000). He also
highlights the importance of transparency in
relation to budgets. Gaillard asserts that the
northern partner must discuss how budgets
are allocated and spent, and ensure that the
southern partner is informed about the
salaries and their (in)availability (Gaillard
1994: 2; Swiss Commission for Research
Partnership with Developing Countries 2000). 

He highlights that southern partners’
contribution to research partnerships is
equally motivated by “securing financial
resources [and] … intellectual inquiry or policy
impact” (Landau 2019: 38). Financial
reimbursement should not only cover salaries
but also “provide the research infrastructure
required to conduct the work” (Landau 2019:
38). Budgets, as mentioned earlier, should be
determined before the start of the
collaboration. In their pledge to transparency
and accountability, donors have to make
budgets available to southern partners, so
that the latter can determine how they want
to navigate the project and whether they
want to pursue other projects parallel to it or
not. However, while it is very important,
Landau overlooks what Bradley highlights as
southern scholars prioritizing their “scholarly 

Speaking to that, Landau
emphasizes the importance
of ensuring that the
southern partner is
financially reimbursed for 

He asserts that both
research institutions have
to be equally involved in all
stages of research and that 

publications issued by both institutions
should be written jointly.

their involvement and participation in a
timely manner. 
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possibly because “power imbalances are
intrinsic to every social relation” (Landau
2019: 25). It allows scholars to work beyond
structural inequalities and find a way to make
the most unequal relations beneficial. In
doing so, he pragmatically shifts the focus
from the call to make unequal relationships
equal to a call to try to mobilize them and
make them beneficial (as opposed to
remedying them), which is emancipatory and
can be transformative, to an extent. 

While powerful, Landau and Gaillard’s
recommendations reinforce the global north-
global south divide, which can be
problematic. Perrotta and Alonsa argue that
the idea of a subordinate south “proved not
to be productive to understand contemporary
dynamics of the geopolitics of knowledge”
(Perrotta and Mauro Alonsa 2019: 2). Most
literature reviewed in this draft focuses on
how to fix the relationship between the global
north and the global south, to reverse the
historical inequality and to ‘empower’ the
south. However, that overlooks the politics of
empowerment. It glosses over southern
partners mobilizing their agency. It does not
fully engage with what lies beyond the divide
as a concept and what the silences it
reinforces. Beigel contributes the concept of
“academic dependency” showing that the
global north-global south divide collapses
asymmetries to export-import relations,
encouraging scholars to look beyond the
divide (Beigel 2014: 746). Beigel’s work raises
the question is this is a constructive tension?
In other words, should scholars be concerned
about the methodological use of the divide,
as an analytical concept, or rather focus their
efforts, as the literature shows, on its
implications? 

Landau’s view is slightly different where he
encourages southern scholars to only commit
to what they negotiated and agreed on from
the beginning. This difference partly stems
from how both scholars conceptualize power
relations and asymmetries shaping the
partnership. Landau engages with
partnerships as fundamentally exploitative
and violent, not just logistically unequal which
is how Gaillard perceives them (Binka 2005:
208). As a result, Gaillard prescribes logistical
reforms in the shape of meetings and
evaluations, whereas Landau is more
distrustful of the dynamics and how
asymmetries are subliminally reproduced.
Landau highlights how southern scholars
“often underestimate their importance to
northern researchers’ legitimacy, research
funding, and ability to do research” (Landau
2019: 39). As a result, southern scholars often
are complicit in reproducing the hierarchy
and the power asymmetries, relegating
themselves to a subordinate position as
opposed to maximizing their identity as equal
partners. He makes a significant distinction
where he argues that “we must … ensure that
even the most unequal relationships become
mutually beneficial” (Landau 2019: 39). This is
a powerful statement because it provides
scholars with a possibility to conduct
“responsible research” and form
transformative partnerships even when and 

Finally, Gaillard urges
partners to “meet
regularly” to evaluate
their collaboration as they  

develop the project and renegotiate their
duties and expectations.

Binka 2005: 208; Gaillard 1994: 2; Swiss Commission for
Research Partnership with Developing Countries 2000
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This literature review shows that in the past 15 years, there have been major developments in
the field to theorize about research partnerships and networks that envision equitable
research and generate pathways for research findings that would ultimately lead to the
betterment of living conditions for refugees. One of the major contributions that the reviewed
literature offers is (empirical) solutions to the structural challenges that researchers face. This
review was written thematically where all reviewed texts were grouped under three main
themes that started with exploring the purpose and the motivations that sustain a global
interest in research partnerships. It then explored how the literature navigated and presented
the different challenges that might make it difficult for researchers to achieve their vision of
social change despite their genuine commitment to the purpose of partnerships. The third and
final section explored what the literature prescribes as the solutions or the going forward
steps. 

There is little scholarly work written from a feminist perspective on the gendered
nature of partnerships in the field of forced migration. Heron explores how white
liberal feminist researchers are complicit in the perpetuation of racial and
gendered domination and oppression, globally (Heron 2004). Cottrell, Lord, Martin
and Prentice published a seminal edited volume on feminist approaches to
research partnerships between communities and universities (Cottrell et al. 1996;
Cottrell and Parpart 2004). In their respective work, they offer insights that are
crucial for the conversation that is missing in the literature reviewed. The reason
why their prescribed (feminist) solutions are perceived as transformative is that
they mobilize a different approach to questions of power and unequal partnerships
compared to how the reviewed texts conceptualize power asymmetries. A critical
feminist approach to the question of power can navigate the tutelage of patriarchy
(and other intersectional markers of oppression) without glossing over the
violences happening in the global south by the global south practitioners. In other
words, it does not overlook or apologize/defend the injustices committed by global
southern partners (in their dismissal of refugee voices, in their culpability and
reproduction of inequalities), something which every reviewed text in this literature
review is complicit of doing.

However, despite the comprehensive list of recommendations that the literature
presents as the solutions to more transformative partnerships, there are still major
silences and gaps that could be addressed further. The identified issues are: 

CONCLUSION

1
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Another gap is the scarcity of literature using a postcolonial-decolonial approach in
their theoretical framework. The literature reviewed suggested that partnerships
are embedded within a funding-driven regime. They situate their critique within an
analysis of neoliberalism but perhaps a postcolonial/decolonial approach might be
more constructive in terms of understanding the pervasiveness of the structure
and the extent to which it is (in)escapable. Grounding the reincarnation of the
“power imbalances [that are] intrinsic to any social relations” within an analysis of
Albert Memmi’s The Colonizer and The Colonized and the undying colonial
structure, which is structurally entrenched and governs any interaction,
partnership or otherwise, between the global north and the global south, might be
useful for the debate. Frantz Fanon similarly offers a powerful framework to study
internalization of inferiority, for which southern partners are often criticized. Some
of the reviewed texts framed it as the responsibility of the northern partner to
establish the trust without critically examining the logics and complexities of
inferiority that the colonized subject navigates. 

Building on the earlier two points, one of the other gaps is an examination of the
interests and motivations shaping research institutions’ behaviour and vision for
social change. These need to be studied more critically. Partnerships need funding
to survive and as a result, there are some instances where partners are coerced
into supporting the status quo, something that applies to both partners across the
divide. It explains why the southern partner maintains a subordinate position, and
how it navigates conflict reproducing the inequality. This point reiterates the need
to turn to a feminist approach to studying research partnerships. There is extensive
literature on how feminism offers a critical guide to navigating the tutelage of the
status quo, without compromising the needs, identities and interests of the
vulnerable community/partner. This gap also suggests the possibility of using
Barnett and Finnemore’s analysis of pathologies and institutional interests to
explain how research networks navigate their partnerships based on their
interests. 

The emphasis of language in the literature is interesting, because it assumes that
the partner institution/research center has a bilingual capacity and that the
problem is the audience. While the focus on linguistic barriers in the literature is
still contextual and methodologically useful, the fact that not all research centers
have a bilingual research capacity (which redirects the conversation to literature on
capacity building) suggests that the partners are representative of a particular class
and political faction. This position of partners is not fundamentally problematic. It is
only a problem when it is glossed over and when the southern partner presents
itself as the gatekeeper (where the northern partner is oblivious to the
tension/violent intersectional silencing that this partnership is sustaining on a local
level, between the local partners).  

2

3

4
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The final gap raises the question of counterhegemonic blocs. To what extent can
global partnerships be transformative if the partners are representing different
and, in some contexts, conflicting interests? Landau suggests that partnerships
should only be formed between partners who agree from the beginning about the
objectives and methodology of the projects (otherwise, the partnership is likely to
be unequal and not transformative). Weiss and Gaillard, on the other hand, suggest
that there is a possibility and hope in a partnership between “opponents” where
Weiss, in particular, asserts that using contradictory tactics is not
counterproductive to the effectiveness of the partnership. This is an important
tension. Schmidt and Neuburger call for “fundamental reorientation in the
academic and funding system in order to challenge existing knowledge
hegemonies” (Schmidt and Neuburger 2019: 54; Weiss 2013: 134-5). However, this
reorientation is a massive task and until/if that happens, partnerships still need to
be maintained. It is implausible to imagine conflict-free partnerships, which begs
the question: can opposing interests work towards a shared vision of
transformative social change

The literature also overlooks the importance of looking beyond the global north-
global south divide in relation to institutional interests. Bradley reflects in her 2008
article on the need to move beyond the divide in relation to funding, but I have not
found literature analyzing the dangers of the divide in relation to essentializing (and
Orientalizing) southern voices and interests. Lila Abu Lughod’s work is pertinent
here, as well as Joseph Masaad and Amr Shalakany’s debate. Southern partners’
interests may not necessarily be in the interests of the wellbeing of refugees in the
global south. In some cases, researchers and institutional interests might be
aligned with the status quo. Essentializing the partnership (as a necessity between
the global north and the global south) risks resembling a quota system/checklist
where the global north’s success/guilt is guaranteed/remedied by including a
southern institution/researcher. What happens when the southern partner (who is
responsible for representing the local experience) is only representing an elite
group/interest (even more critical in contexts where there are civil wars and ethnic
conflicts)? Partnerships are, to an extent, and despite the focus on power and
asymmetries, represented in the literature as depoliticized spaces, but they are
significantly political. The literature reviewed glosses over how southern partners
are sought because, methodologically, they offer the ‘critical’ perspective. It
becomes a problem when they fail to do so and instead reinforce inequalities they
were recruited to end and navigate into an equal partnership. 

5

6

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020



2424

WORKS CITED

APPADURAI, A. (2000) ‘Grassroots Globalization and the Research Imagination.’ Public Culture 12 (1):1-19.
 
BARNETT, M. (2011) ‘Humanitarianism, Paternalism, and the UNHCR.’ In Betts, A. and Loescher, G. (ed.)
Refugees in International Relations. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

BARNETT, M., and FINNEMORE, M. (1999) ‘The Politics, Power and Pathologies of International
Organizations.’ International Organization 53(4): 699-732. 

BECKWITH, K. (2005) ‘A Common Language of Gender?’ Politics & Gender 1(1):128-137. 

BEIGEL, F. (2014) ‘Publishing from the periphery: Structural heterogeneity and segmentesd circuits: The
evaluation of scientific publications for tenure in Argentina’s CONICET.’ Current Sociology 62: 743-765. 

BINKA, F. (2005) ‘Editorial: North–South research collaborations: A move towards a true partnership?’
Tropical Medicine and International Health 10(3): 207-209.
 
BLOCH, A. (2004). ‘Survey Research with Refugees.’ Policy Studies 25(2):139–151.  

BOANO, C., and ADDISON, S. (2008) Mapping Forced Migration Research Centers: A Report Commissioned
by UNHCR. Oxford: Oxford Refugee Studies Center. 

BRADLEY, M. (2007) ‘North-South Research Partnerships: Challenges, Responses and Trends.’ Canadian
Partnerships Program. IDRC. 

BRADLEY, M. (2008) ‘On the Agenda: North–South Research Partnerships and Agenda-Setting Processes.’
Development in Practice 18(6):673–685. 

BUSH, S. (2011) “International Politics and the Spread of Gender in Legislatures.” International
Organization 65(1):103-37. 

CANEFE, N. (2019) ‘Rethinking Displacement: Transitional Justice and Forced Migration Studies.’ In
McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age of
Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 45-65. 

CHIMNI, B.S. (1998) ‘The Geopolitics of Refugee Studies: A View from the South.’ Journal of Refugee
Studies 11(4):350-374.

CLARK-KAZAK, C. (2019) ‘Partnering on Research Methodologies in Forced Migration: Challenges,
Opportunities, and Lessons Learned.’ In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge:
Refugee Research in an Age of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 273-287. 

COSTELLO, A., and ZUMLA, A. (2000) ‘Moving to Research Partnerships in Developing Countries. British
Medical Journal 321: 827-829.  

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020



2525

COTTRELL, B., LORD, S., MARTIN, L. and PRENTICE, S. (1996) Research Partnerships: A Feminist Approach
to Communities and Universities Working Together. Ottawa: Canadian Research Institute for the
Advancement of Women. 

COTTRELL, B., and PARPART, J. (2006) ‘Academic-Community Collaboration, Gender Research, and
Development: Pitfalls and Possibilities.’ Development in Practice 16(1):15-26. 
 
DRYDEN-PETERSON, S. (2011) The Key to the Future: Providing a Quality Education for All Refugees Geneva:
UNHCR. 

FUJII, L. A. (2012) ‘Research Ethics 101: Dilemmas and Responsibilities.’ PS Political Science and Politics
45(4): 717-723. 

GAILLARD, J. F. (1994) ‘North-south Research Partnership: is Collaboration Possible between Unequal
Partners.’ Knowledge and Policy 7(2): 31-63
 
GANASSIN, S., and HOLMES, P. (2013) ‘Multilingual Research Practices in Community Research: The Case
of Migrant/Refugee Women in North East England.’ International Journal of Applied Linguistics 23(3): 342–
356. 

GIFFORD, S. (2013) ‘To Respect or Protect? Whose Values Shape the Ethics of Refugee Research?’ In Block,
K., Riggs, E. and Haslam, N. (ed.) Values and Vulnerabilities: The Ethics of Research with Refugees and Asylum
Seekers. Toowong, Australia: Australian Academic Press, pp. 41–59 

GILES, W. AND DIPPO, D. (2019) ‘Transitions from Knowledge Networked to Knowledge Engaged: Ethical
Tensions and Dilemmas from the Global to the Local.’ in McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing
Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 87-
106. 

GOMBERT, K., DOUGLAS, F., MCARDLE, K., and CARLISLE, S. (2016) ‘Reflections on ethical dilemmas in
working with so-called “vulnerable” and “hard-to-reach” groups: Experiences from the Foodways and
Futures project.’ Educational Action Research 24(4): 583-597. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09650792.2015.1106958 

GREGORY, D. (2004) The Colonial Present. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. 

GUILLEMIN, M., and GILLAM, L. (2004) ‘Ethics, Reflexitivity and “Ethically Important Moments” in
Research.’ Qualitative Inquiry 10(2): 261-80. 

HAGGERTY, K. (2004) ‘Ethics Creep: Governing Social Science Research in the Name of Ethics.’ Qualitative
Sociology 27(4): 391-414. 

HALSE, C., and HONEY, A. (2005) ‘Unravelling Ethics: Illuminating the Moral Dilemmas of Research Ethics.’
Signs 30(4): 2141-2162. 

HERON, B. (2004) ‘Gender and Exceptionality in North-South Research: Reflecting on Relations.’ Journal of
Gender Studies 13(2):117-127.  

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020



2626

HOGG, C. (2009) ‘Women’s Political Representation in Post-Conflict Rwanda: A Politics of Inclusion or
Exclusion?’ Journal of International Women’s Studies 11(3): 34-55. 

KING, K. (2007) ‘Education as an International Development Study in the 21st Century: Research
Partnership, Context and Capacity in the Knowledge Policies of Agencies.’ Paper presented at IHEID/SSRC
Workshop on International Collaboration in the Social Sciences: Research and Development Agendas:
Funding Policies and Partnerships, 15-16 November, Geneva, Switzerland.  

KINNARD, N. (2016) ‘Collaborative Research Partnerships: Tackling Challenges Together,’ Universities
Canada, https://www.univcan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/lacreg-collaborative-research-partnerships-
tackling-challenges-together-2016.pdf (accessed December 2019). 

KNEEBONE, S. (2019) ‘The Asia Pacific Forced Migration Connection: Linking Activists, Advocates and
Academics.’ In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age
of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 67-85. 

KROOK, M. L. (2008) ‘Quota Laws for Women in Politics: Implications for Feminist Practice.’ Social Politics
15(3): 348-69.

LANDAU, L. B. (2012) ‘Communities of Knowledge or Tyrannies of Partnership: Reflections on North–
South Research Networks and the Dual Imperative.’ Journal of Refugee Studies 25(4): 555–570
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/fes005 

LANDAU, L. B. (2019) ‘Capacity, Complicity, and Subversion: Revisiting Collaborative Refugee Research in
an Era of Containment.’ In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee
Research in an Age of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 25-43.

LANSANG, M. A. and OLVEDA, R. (1994) ‘Institutional Linkages: Strategic Bridges for Research Capacity
Strengthening.’ Acta Tropica 57:139-145. 

LAWRENCE, J., KAPLAN, I., and MCFARLANE, C. (2013) ‘The Role of Respect in Research Interactions with
Refugee Children and Young People.’ In Block, K., Riggs, E., and Haslam, N. (ed.) Values and Vulnerabilities:
The Ethics of Research with Refugees and Asylum Seekers. Toowong, Australia: Australian Academic Press, pp.
103–126  

LERRN. (2019). “IDRC-LERRN Initiative to Support Refugee Research.” LERRN: The Local Engagement Refugee
Research Network. Available at https://carleton.ca/lerrn/2019/idrc-lerrn-initiative-to-support-refugee-
research/ 

MACKENZIE, C., MCDOWELL C., and PITTAWAY, E. (2007) ‘Beyond “Do No Harm”: The Challenge of
Constructing Ethical Relationships in Refugee Research.’ Journal of Refugee Studies 20(2): 299–319. 

MAINA-AHLBERG, B., NORDBERG E., and TOMSON G. (1997) ‘North-South Health Research
Collaboration: Challenges in Institutional Interaction.’ Social Science and Medicine 44: 1229-1238.  

MARMO, M. (2013) ‘The Ethical Implications of The Researcher’s Dominant Position in Cross-cultural
Refugee Research.’ In Block, K., Riggs, E., and Haslam, N. (ed.). Values and Vulnerabilities: The Ethics of
Research with Refugees and Asylum Seekers. Toowong, Australia: Australian Academic Press.  

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

https://www.univcan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/lacreg-collaborative-research-partnerships-tackling-challenges-together-2016.pdf
https://www.univcan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/lacreg-collaborative-research-partnerships-tackling-challenges-together-2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/fes005
https://carleton.ca/lerrn
https://carleton.ca/lerrn
https://carleton.ca/lerrn/2019/idrc-lerrn-initiative-to-support-refugee-research/
https://carleton.ca/lerrn/2019/idrc-lerrn-initiative-to-support-refugee-research/
https://researchers.mq.edu.au/en/persons/catriona-mackenzie


2727

MCGRATH, S. (2019) ‘Conclusion: Reflections on Global Refugee Research Networking.’ In McGrath, S. and
Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age of Displacement. Calgary:
University of Calgary Press, pp. 289-302. 

MCGRATH, S., AND YOUNG, J. E. E. (2019) ‘Introduction: Mobilizing Global Knowledge in Forced Migration
Studies and Practice.’ In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research
in an Age of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 1-21. 

MOUFFE, C. (1997) ‘Feminism, Citizenship and Radical Democratic Politics.’ In Chantal Mouffe, The Return
of the Political. London: Verso. pp. 74-90. 

OBIJIOFOR, L., COLIC-PEISKER, V. and HEBBANI, A. (2018) ‘Methodological and Ethical Challenges in
Partnering for Refugee Research: Evidence from Two Australian Studies.’ Journal of Immigrant & Refugee
Studies 16(3): 217-234. DOI: 10.1080/15562948.2016.1250977. 

ØYE, Sørensen, and GLASDAM. (2016) Cited in Obijiofor, L., Colic-Peisker, V. and Hebbani, A. (2018).
‘Methodological and Ethical Challenges in Partnering for Refugee Research: Evidence from Two Australian
Studies.’ Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 16(3): 217-234. DOI: 10.1080/15562948.2016.1250977  

PEROTTA, D., and ALONSA, M. (2019) ‘Cross-National Research Partnerships in International Relations: A
Study of Research Groups’ Practices of MERCOSUR—Re-Envisioning Scholarly Activities Beyond the Global
North–Global South Divide.’ Journal of Studies in International Education 24(1): 79-96. 

RIZVI, F., LINGARD, B., and LAVIA, J. (2006). ‘Post Colonialism and Education: Negotiating a Contested
Terrain.’ Pedagogy, Culture and Society 14(3): 249-262 

SAID, E. (1997). Orientalism. London: Penguin. 

SCHMIDT, L., and NEUBURGER, M. (2017) ‘Trapped between Privileges and Precariousness: Tracing
Transdisciplinary Research in a Postcolonial Setting.’ Futures 93: 54-67. 

SIMEON, J. C. (2019) ‘Building and Sustaining a Web Platform for Researchers, Teachers, Students, and
Practitioners in the Field of Refugee and Forced Migration Studies.’ In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.)
Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age of Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary
Press, pp. 151-167. 

SWISS COMMISSION FOR RESEARCH PARTNERSHIP WITH DEVELOPING COUNTRIES (KFPE) (2000)
Guidelines for Research in Partnership with Developing Countries: 12 Principles. Swiss Academy of Sciences,
Berne, Switzerland. 

SWISS COMMISSION FOR RESEARCH PARTNERSHIP WITH DEVELOPING COUNTRIES (KFPE) (2018) A
Guideline for Transboundary Research Partnerships: 11 Principles. Swiss Academy of Sciences, Berne,
Switzerland. https://naturalsciences.ch/service/publications/9505-a-guide-for-transboundary-research-
partnerships-3rd-edition---2018- (accessed January 2020). 

UNHCR. (2018) ‘Academic Network on Refugees, Other Forced Displacement and Statelessness
Established under the Global Compact on Refugees: Discussion paper,’ Workshop 13-14 November,
Geneva, Switzerland. 

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

https://naturalsciences.ch/service/publications/9505-a-guide-for-transboundary-research-partnerships-3rd-edition---2018-
https://naturalsciences.ch/service/publications/9505-a-guide-for-transboundary-research-partnerships-3rd-edition---2018-


2828

UNHCR. (2019) ‘Addressing Refugee Challenges: A Workshop on Research around the Objectives of the
Global Compact on Refugees.’ Concept Note and a Call for Papers released on November 13th. Available
at https://www.unhcr.org/5d41924b7.pdf (accessed on January 15th, 2020)

VICKERS, J. (2006) ‘Bringing nations in: Some methodological and conceptual issues in connecting
feminisms with nationhood and nationalisms.’ International Feminist Journal of Politics 8(1): 84-109

WEISS, P. (2013) ‘Getting to the Roots; or, Everything I Need to Know About Radical Social Change I
Learned in My Garden.’ WSQ: Women's Studies Quarterly 41(3):131-150. doi:10.1353/wsq.2013.0091. 

WHEELER, B. L. AND MOLNAR, P. (2019) ‘New, Emerging, Emerged? Navigating Agency, Technology, and
Organization in Developing the Emerging Scholars and Practitioners on Migration Issues (ESPMI) Network.’
In McGrath, S. and Young, J. E. E. (ed.) Mobilizing Global Knowledge: Refugee Research in an Age of
Displacement. Calgary: University of Calgary Press, pp. 215-231.

ZINGERLI, C. (2010) ‘A Sociology of International Research Partnerships for Sustainable Development’
European Journal of Development Research 22(2): 217-233.

LERRN 2020LERRN 2020

https://www.unhcr.org/5d41924b7.pdf%20(accessed
http://doi.org/10.1353/wsq.2013.0091


LOCAL ENGAGEMENT REFUGEE
RESEARCH NETWORK

LERRN

OUR WEBSITE

CONTACT US

This research was supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. 

TWITTER

https://carleton.ca/lerrn/
mailto:lerrn@carleton.ca
https://twitter.com/lerrning
https://twitter.com/lerrning
https://twitter.com/lerrning

	PUBLICATION INFORMATION
	Working Paper No. 4

	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	1. Global Partnerships: Reasons and Rationales
	2. Global Partnerships: Challenges and Tensions
	3. Moving Forward
	Conclusion
	Works Cited

	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	First, it demonstrates that despite the genuine interest in including and ‘empowering’ research partners in the global south, global research partnerships reincarnate neocolonial dynamics of inequality and “scientific colonialism” (Binka 2005: 207).
	Second, this review examines some of the challenges that existing research partnerships have been navigating over the past two decades.
	Third, it explores different pathways for change as recommended by literature demonstrating that partnerships can be transformative.
	LERRN 2020

	INTRODUCTION
	This literature review frames the debates in the literature within Penny Weiss’ vision and list/action-plan to influence social change. It brings her recommendations in conversation with discussion in the literature on global partnerships and research collaborations. Weiss asks researchers, who desire to bring about social change, amongst other stakeholders, to:
	Be flexible
	Use Multiple—Even Seemingly Contradictory—Tactics Together
	Don’t Jump to Conclusions About Your Opponents [in this context, southern/northern partners]
	Understand Connections, Relationships, Coalitions
	Be Vigilant
	Follow the Path of Least Resistance
	Make and Nurture Connections
	Learn New Tricks from Everyone You Can
	While Weiss’ list is concerned mainly and broadly with social change, it offers a pathway of possibilities for research on global partnerships. It is methodologically useful to ground the guidelines for transformative global partnerships on forced migration – developed by Landau, Canefe, Kneebone, Giles and Dippo, Sanchez-Mojica, Clark-Kazak and McGrath –within Weiss’ reflections. Doing so achieves two methodological goals. The first is that it reminds different stakeholders in these partnerships of the broader reason why these collaborations were initiated to begin with: to impact and influence (social) change in practice and policy for the betterment of living conditions for refugees and a for a more publicly and politically engaged academic writing (McGrath and Young 2019: 1). The second methodological goal that a grounding in Weiss’ reflections achieves is one of the major recommendations in the literature: a conversation that is interdisciplinary and that bridges the gap between the academic communities and other communities whose participation is vital to the sustainability of these global partnerships and the well-being of refugees (Landau 2019; Canefe 2019; Kneebone 2019).  In terms of relevance, Weiss’ list can be useful to all partners in the global partnerships.

	Be Creative
	Pay Attention to Context
	LERRN 2020
	Bradley identifies four types of partnerships and seven partners in the literature:

	Partnerships between individual researchers/research teams (potentially
	including community members) brought together to carry out a specific project
	Capacity-building partnerships (no direct research component) (may be
	focused on individual or institutional levels, e.g. institutional twinning)
	University chairs
	North-South research networks (formal and informal)
	These partnerships, according to Bradley, are initiated, sustained and developed by/between:
	Individual Southern and Northern researchers
	Southern and Northern research teams
	Southern and Northern research organizations (universities and NGOs, particularly think tanks)
	Communities directly affected by the research issue
	Policymakers (local, national and international)
	International organizations
	Donors (bilateral donors, foundations, etc.)
	However, while useful to all partners, underlying Weiss’ list is an assumption that there is a tension and a hierarchical relationship between the partners involved. Landau uncovers a similar tension as he argues that “power imbalances are intrinsic to every social relation” (Landau 2019: 25). These tensions or “imbalances” are the reason why Weiss asks
	scholars to be “vigilant,” to resist, “to learn tricks,” work with their opponents, and use multiple and contradictory strategies (Weiss 2013: 142-6). However, despite these tensions and antagonisms, Weiss still envisions the possibility of a collaboration that can bring about social change which is why she asks scholars to be flexible, to understand and nurture meaningful and mindful relationships and collaborations and to push for (social) change. This push and pull also implicitly underlie the relationships between global partners and is further unpacked by literature on research partnerships.
	This literature review is structured around this tension. It is broadly concerned with the question: To what extent are global partnerships transformative? It starts with a section identifying the purpose behind establishing global partnerships. Then it shifts to review the literature on the challenges that partnerships face, when trying to meet their purpose. It grounds this discussion within the literature on the global north-global south divide. Finally, it directs the focus to the lessons learnt and what literature has proposed to overcome different challenges. In structuring the literature review around and beyond the tension presented by Weiss, multiple possibilities for future research are further explored in the conclusion. This literature review is written and presented in support of phase one of the IDRC-LERRN initiative/project to “develop a plan to support sustainable, localized research capacity to better influence discussions on refugee issues in local, national, regional and global contexts” (LERRN 2019). The review is part of the mapping phase that identifies recent debates, findings and recommendations in the literature that the project can use to build new and support existing localized and sustainable research capacities.


	LERRN 2020
	1. GLOBAL PARTNERSHIPS: REASONS  AND RATIONALES
	The term North-South predominantly marks/refers to the geographical divide between the global north which represents the “richer countries” and the global south which represents the “poorer majority of countries” (Binka 2005: 207). As a result of the historical economic inequalities underlying the term and the ‘reality’ it describes and is associated with,
	the global north is often presented as the donor whereas the global south is parochially perceived, framed and engaged with as the beneficiary.
	This automatically instigates a tension where particular roles and expectations are ascribed to the north and the south, which underlies and informs how their ‘partnership’ proceeds. In addition to the tension, the term also instigates a conceptual hierarchy and a paternalistic logic that obscures and reframes the debate from ‘actual’ historical asymmetries and power inequalities that went beyond the perceived child-like traits ascribed to the global south (Barnett and Finnemore 1999; Barnett 2011; Said 1977).
	Bradley traces the academic turn to study North-South research partnerships in the field of international academic development to the 1970s highlighting that there was ‘moderate’ progress until the 1990s marked an increase in the interest in the nature of the
	collaborations, the challenges faced and the steps for going forward, which culminated in Gaillard’s 1994 partnership guide (Bradley 2008; Zingerli 2010: 221). A significant proportion of these studies were in the sciences and in the field of education and it also (simultaneously) transcended into development, as an interdisciplinary field (Lansang and Olveda; Maina-Ahlberg et al. 1997; Costello and Zumla 2000; King 2007). The transition into the field of forced migration was yet to be taken. Chimni, taking issue with the north-south divide, explains how the field was largely occupied with the new approach and the myth of difference and as a result overlooked other major conversations such as the turn to form and study research partnerships (Chimni 1998).
	In the realm of policy and practice, in a 2008 United Nations (UN) report, the authors establish that “a global network must operate primarily for the empowerment of its southern membership” (Boano and Addison 2008; McGrath 2019: 289-9).

	This empowerment, according to the report, is achieved when “structural equivalence” is maintained
	between all members and when the network is participatory and primarily reflective of grassroot efforts and goals.
	LERRN 2020
	A decade later, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) issued a discussion paper under the Global Compact on Refugees (GCR) presenting findings and recommendations that are not radically different from those in the 2008 report. The 2018 paper recommends that the interests of scholars from the global south be well supported. Similarly, it emphasizes that this goal needs to be achieved through equitable engagement and ethical participation (UNHCR 2018; McGrath 2019: 299).

	The partnership, according to the report, has to be “built upon already existing relationships between institutions and individuals” (UNHCR 2018; McGrath 2019: 299). It should not strive to start from scratch or reshape these relationships. Instead, it is advised to support, nurture, and strengthen already existing networks in a complementary manner
	In this sense, networks and partnerships, according to the UN are to be mobilized towards incorporating southern partners through ethical, equitable and collaborative activities (McGrath 2019: 297-9).
	This vision was not diametrically different from how literature in the field of forced migration envisioned research partnerships between the global north and the global south. The purpose of research partnerships and networks, according to McGrath and Young, is to produce and disseminate knowledge in two ways.
	Knowledge is expected to be “accessible to multiple audiences,” achieving policy reflexivity and relevance, and it has to be ultimately geared and contributive to “the well-being of refugees” (McGrath and Young 2019: 1).
	The social change that Weiss envisions and that is pursued in this context is “wide-ranging and progressive impact on refugee research and policy” locally, regionally and globally (McGrath and Young 2019: 2). These partnerships are designed to promote just and equitable relationships and connections in the field between scholars from the global north and their counterparts in the south (McGrath and Young 2019: 3). Giles and Dippo add that these partnerships and cross-disciplinary connections embody engaged scholarship where “knowledge gained about displacement [is turned] into knowledge transformation of both students and teachers” (Giles and Dippo 2019: 87). The literature shows that research partnerships are not exclusive to scholars, but they also are expected to be pedagogically effective, to be policy reflexive and to contribute largely to the wellbeing of the refugee communities with whom they work.
	Giles and Dippo further argue that “a successful partnership can support and meet different goals for the partners, but that success is contingent on the partnership valuing this diversity of goals” (Giles and Dippo 2019: 89). This diversity also manifests itself through regionality or the call for “more branches and less roots” (McGrath 2019: 299).
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	The purpose of partnerships, according to the literature, is not to create one-size-fits-all solutions/recommendations but rather to acknowledge diversity of partners, the tensions between the different partners – particularly those trapped in the global north-global south divide – and the diversity of their goals, expectations and interests.
	This “means confronting the political economy of knowledge production and recognizing the limits of scholarship in achieving changes in policy and practice,” which should give partnerships their transformative edge (Landau 2019: 36).

	LERRN 2020
	LERRN 2020
	Similar to refugee participants/subjects, researchers from the global south may also be “reluctant to share information,” if they mistrust the partner from the global north. They may also be reluctant to engage fully if they are working under precarious security conditions where they are subject to state violence and know that their northern partner is only there to excavate and mine knowledge while not being on the state’s radar.

	LERRN 2020
	The literature reviewed in this section explored the how power asymmetries shape the partnership and how these inequalities present researchers with day-to-day ethical challenges that they have to navigate. However, none of the articles/texts so far situate the discussion in a historical analysis, particularly one that looks at how (neo)colonialism decisively shapes how power impacts global north-global south partnerships. The following section turns to explore the literature that uses neocolonialism in its conceptual framework. While recognizing the major differences in the literature on neocolonialism and neoliberalism, methodologically, both are grouped under one section, because of the scarcity of literature on neocolonialism.

	2.2 NEOCOLONIAL TUTELAGE
	Appadurai situates research and academic imagination, as a “force in social life,” and capacities for partnerships within the larger context of globalization and northern development agencies (Appadurai 2000: 2). He urges scholars to move beyond academic imagination as “a matter of individual genius [or] escapism from ordinary life,” but rather as “a faculty that informs the daily lives of ordinary people” (Appadurai 2000: 2). Appadurai asks “[d]oes Northern aid really allow local communities to set their own agendas?” (Appadurai 2000: 6). He analyzes the politics of collaboration, arguing that “critical voices who speak for the poor, the vulnerable, the dispossessed, and the marginalised in the international fora … lack the means to produce a systematic grasp of the complexities” and inequalities implicit in globalization (Appadurai 2000: 18).
	While Appadurai’s analysis offers new pathways for understanding collaboration under the conditions of globalization (and neoliberalism, although not explicitly mentioned), it does not directly speak to the area study of forced migration specifically and it glosses over the colonial tutelage underlying the notion of globalization. Canefe situates the discussion within an analysis of how neoliberalism and the human rights discourse shapes partnerships and neocolonial conceptions of justice and collaborations that aim to empower researcher capacities in the global south.
	.........She argues that despite recurrent .........calls for a more locally rooted and politically engaged approach to rebuilding “capacities,” internationally funded transitional justice projects … remain heavily influenced by … [a] neoliberal mindset spiced with a tinge of neocolonialism and a dash of old-fashioned Orientalism”.
	Gregory makes a similar argument as he studies how neocolonialism impacts knowledge production (Gregory 2004). Binka examines how research collaborations and partnerships between the global north and the global south are often perceived as “scientific colonialism” where researchers in the global south have a minimal role in shaping the research agenda or contributing findings that are of relevance to the objectives as set by the northern partner (Binka 2005: 207).
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	BHER
	Borderless Higher Education for Refugees partnership
	2.3 LANGUAGE (AND CULTURE)
	LERRN 2020

	Jacobsen and Landau suggest that questionnaires that are translated should be translated to English, even if this is not the language it was conducted in, for “linguistic equivalency” and accurate translation (Jacobsen and Landau 2003: 193). Another way language can be a barrier to a transformative collaboration or partnership is that “in most cases…northern partners become the voice for southern actors whose language is too fragmented and particularistic to be globally legible” (Landau 2019: 27).
	In their respective studies, Marmo and Gombert et al. assert that  the logic of universality – particularly the universal guidelines that shape the interaction between researchers, participants or partners in this context – subliminally reflects Western conceptions of the ethical and the universal, including what constitutes as “globally legible” (Landau 2019: 27). Western conceptions of the universal, which are communicated in English, are said to help stakeholders avoid fragmentation of voice and language and provide the needed universality and uniformity of claim. These conceptions shape the interaction, the dynamics of the partnership and the outcome. As a result, “the worldviews of many cultural and ethnic groups may … not necessarily [be] taken into consideration” because they are too particularistic and are communicated in fragmented language that will not help the partnership secure the required funding to maintain the survival of the partnership (Marmo 2013; Gombert et al. 2016). Researchers in the global south often cannot “package” their work or findings in “shiny, cleverly, packaged solutions” and their
	recommendations are likely to “get overshadowed by global perspectives,” which compels them to delegate their voice to partners in the global north (Landau 2019: 32).
	Furthermore, language can be complicit in logics of inequalities. In most partnerships, English is the language of instruction and communication. Obiiiofor, Peisker and Hebbani analyze the multitude of challenges involved in “partnering for refugee research—working with ‘industry partners’ and bilingual assistants as ‘cultural insiders’” (Obijiofor, Colic-Peisker and Hebbani 2018: 218). They engage with Lawrence, Kaplan, and McFarlane’s recommendation that

	respecting cultural and linguistic differences has to come first because “failing to
	navigate it successfully may translate as lack of respect and prevent building rapport with respondents”
	In terms of practice, Giles and Dippo reiterate Dyrden-Peterson’s conclusions in the 2011 UNHCR report where she argued that “in contexts of forced migration where the language of home and the host community is different, the language of curriculum, instruction, and examination is often politically and culturally contentious and a challenge to achieving positive learning outcomes” (Drydsen-Peterson 2011; Giles and Dippo 2019: 95). Language may be a barrier to accessibility, limiting benefit of the partnership to a particular (elite) audience, which is why the RRN emphasized the importance of having a website that is accessible in five languages, as one of its main strategies (McGrath and Young 2019: 7).
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	3. MOVING FORWARD
	Literature envisions that through opening publication and accessibility of findings to all levels amongst all partners, research partners
	can overcome some of the deeply entrenched structural barriers.
	LERRN 2020
	The first advice is to “take small steps wisely” (Landau 2019: 37).
	The second advice that Landau gives is to “open the gates” (Landau 2019: 37).
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	Thirdly, Landau asserts that “fences make good neighbours” (Landau 2019: 37).
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	Speaking to that, Landau emphasizes the importance of ensuring that the southern partner is financially reimbursed for
	their involvement and participation in a timely manner.
	He asserts that both research institutions have to be equally involved in all stages of research and that
	publications issued by both institutions should be written jointly.
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	Finally, Gaillard urges partners to “meet regularly” to evaluate their collaboration as they
	develop the project and renegotiate their duties and expectations.
	Landau’s view is slightly different where he encourages southern scholars to only commit to what they negotiated and agreed on from the beginning. This difference partly stems from how both scholars conceptualize power relations and asymmetries shaping the partnership. Landau engages with partnerships as fundamentally exploitative and violent, not just logistically unequal which is how Gaillard perceives them (Binka 2005: 208). As a result, Gaillard prescribes logistical reforms in the shape of meetings and evaluations, whereas Landau is more distrustful of the dynamics and how asymmetries are subliminally reproduced. Landau highlights how southern scholars “often underestimate their importance to northern researchers’ legitimacy, research funding, and ability to do research” (Landau 2019: 39). As a result, southern scholars often are complicit in reproducing the hierarchy and the power asymmetries, relegating themselves to a subordinate position as opposed to maximizing their identity as equal partners. He makes a significant distinction where he argues that “we must … ensure that even the most unequal relationships become mutually beneficial” (Landau 2019: 39). This is a powerful statement because it provides scholars with a possibility to conduct “responsible research” and form transformative partnerships even when and
	possibly because “power imbalances are intrinsic to every social relation” (Landau 2019: 25). It allows scholars to work beyond structural inequalities and find a way to make the most unequal relations beneficial. In doing so, he pragmatically shifts the focus from the call to make unequal relationships equal to a call to try to mobilize them and make them beneficial (as opposed to remedying them), which is emancipatory and can be transformative, to an extent.
	While powerful, Landau and Gaillard’s recommendations reinforce the global north-global south divide, which can be problematic. Perrotta and Alonsa argue that the idea of a subordinate south “proved not to be productive to understand contemporary dynamics of the geopolitics of knowledge” (Perrotta and Mauro Alonsa 2019: 2). Most literature reviewed in this draft focuses on how to fix the relationship between the global north and the global south, to reverse the historical inequality and to ‘empower’ the south. However, that overlooks the politics of empowerment. It glosses over southern partners mobilizing their agency. It does not fully engage with what lies beyond the divide as a concept and what the silences it reinforces. Beigel contributes the concept of “academic dependency” showing that the global north-global south divide collapses asymmetries to export-import relations, encouraging scholars to look beyond the divide (Beigel 2014: 746). Beigel’s work raises the question is this is a constructive tension? In other words, should scholars be concerned about the methodological use of the divide, as an analytical concept, or rather focus their efforts, as the literature shows, on its implications?
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